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Introduction 


MODERN SOUTH ARABIC AND THE LATERAL HYPOTHESIS 

The Omani Dependency of Dhofar or Zufar in South Arabia 
is the Semitist's answer to Shangri-La. Wendell Phillips, 
explorer and personal friend of the now-deposed Sultan Said 
bin Taimur, describes the area in Unknown Oman (1966:168-70): 

In 1833 Andrew Crichton wrote, 'The whole of the 
southern waste is a wall of naked rocks, as dismal and 
barren as can well be conceived,' This statement was 
almost true except it overlooked the south-west monsoon 
... from which Dhofar derives its unique climate, with 
its inflow of fog and drizzling sximmer rain yielding 
five inches on the coast and fifteen inches in the moun¬ 
tains .... As these air currents ... blow north-west 
along the Somaliland coast, they traverse no area of 
land (except the island of Socotra) and thus arrive 
saturated with moisture over Dhofar, causing a green 
carpet to arise from the earth. If ever this barrier 
of Somaliland were eliminated, all of south-west Arabia 
would climatically resemble Dhofar; and if Somaliland 
extended farther to the east the arid deserts would soon 
bury sweet-smelling Dhofar under the sands. 

Here smiling plenty is found in the very bosom of 
desolation, for the narrow half-moon shaped coastal 
plain of Dhofar is an abnormal feature in this other¬ 
wise arid South Arabian coast, as it is the only major 
fertile region between Muscat and Aden ... 

The Qara Mountains rise steeply to the north, lim¬ 
iting the coastal plain to a maximum width of ten miles. 
... Within these mountains lovely secluded little lakes 
and gorges are rich with tropical ferns and running 
streams ... 

Within and adjacent to these Qara Mountains, a 
natural asylum for primitive aborigines has existed 
where there are still nine illiterate tribes speaking 
four different Semitic tongues — Shahari, Mahri, 
Batahari, and Harsusi ... 
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Now, given that the Qara Mountains are the most inac¬ 
cessible part of a remote country that until 1970 had no 
radios, newspapers, printing presses, paved roads or second¬ 
ary schools to bring foreign ideas across its tightly closed 
borders, it is not particularly daring to claim — as does 
Patai (1969:146,192) — that the Qara tribes have preserved 
several ancient customs which their less isolated neighbors 
long ago abandoned in favor of the prevailing Islamic-Middle 
Eastern norms. But it is quite another matter to adopt a 
theory — as did Cantineau ([1941] 1960:54, [1951-2] 1960: 
283-7) followed by Leslau (1957:327), Diakonoff (1965:21-2, 
1970:462), and Rabin (1971:1154) — which, in effect, 
credits the Qara languages with having preserved the ancient 
phonetic values of two Semitic phonemes (*d and *s) more 
faithfully than many of the most archaic and/or ancient Se¬ 
mitic languages, including Old Arabic (8th century CE), Old 
Aramaic (10th century BCE), Ugaritic (14th century BCE), and 
Old Babylonian (20th century BCE)! 

What are the phonetic values of d and s in the Qara lan- 
gauges, or Modern South Arabic (MSA) as they are commonly 
called? The former is a voiced fricative-lateral — an 1 
made with friction. The latter is a voiceless fricative- 
lateral, differing from the former only in the absence of 
voicing, and similar to Welsh 11. Substitute "glottalized" 
for "voiced" (and, concomitantly, "affricate" for "frica¬ 
tive") in the description of d, and "Proto-Semitic" for 
"Modern South Arabic ," and you have the lateral hypothesis 
as it finally emerged, after nearly a century of development, 
in Jean Cantineau's highly influential exposition of "Le 
consonantisms du semitique" ([1951-2] 1960:283-7). 

THE HISTORY OF THE LATERAL HYPOTHESIS 

On the second of May, 1861, one of Europe's leading 
philologists delivered a lecture to the Royal Academy of 
Sciences in Berlin, entitled "tiber die Arabischen Sprach- 
laute und deren Umschrift." In that lecture, Richard 
Lepsius advanced the hypothesis that, in early Islamic times, 
Arabic d was an "emphatic assibilated 1." This brilliant 
solution to one of the most perplexing problems of Arabic 
philology seems to have attracted little attention at the 
time. Lepsius' biographer, writing one year after the mas¬ 
ter's death, makes no mention of this lecture, beyond list¬ 
ing it in the bibliography (Ebers 1887). It was not until 
the famous Arabist Karl Vollers adopted the idea as his own 
(to the extent that he often forgot to give credit to the 
real discoverer) that it began to take hold in Arabist cir¬ 
cles . By this time, investigators in South Arabia had un¬ 
covered a lateral d in yaiJramX Arabic (van den Berg 1886: 



The History of the Lateral Hypothesis - 3 


239) and in Mehri (von Maltzan 1873:259), the implications 
of which Vollers (1894:174) was quick to point out. Explo¬ 
rations in South Arabia continued, and fifteen years later 
Rudolph Ruzicka (1909:171) was able to tie in several new 
discoveries from that area with Lepsius' hypothesis. 

Ruzicka was also, it seems, the first scholar to recognize, 
however hazily, the significance of several Arabic loanwords 
in Spanish in which Arabic d is rendered as Id. 

The next contribution to the lateral theory was an 
article by N.V. Yushmanov (1926) which reviewed the evidence 
for lateral d in Arabic and MSA and added a few new details 
(e.g. the rendering of d with i in Arabic loanwords in 
Hausa). An important innovation of this article was the 
claim, implicit in the author's use of the term "Z ^ad 
protosemitique" (ibid., 43), that d was already a fricative- 
lateral in PS. Two years later, Gotthelf Bergstrasser 
([1928] 1963:135) made this claim explicit. 

The next few decades brought several restatements of 
the case for lateral d (Colin 1930a:92,101-2, Cantineau 
[1941] 1960:54-6, [1951-2] 1960:286-7) but no important new 
discoveries until 1956, when Jacques Ryckmans and Riekele 
Borger independently identified Ruldayu — a deity of the 
Arabian city Adumatu mentioned in an Assyrian inscription — 
with the pre-Islamic deity Ruda. A year later, Borger ad¬ 
duced this equation as evidence for a lateral realization 
of Arabic d already in the seventh century BCE (1957:10). 

During the same period, the lateral hypothesis ac¬ 
quired a new dimension thanks to Cantineau's suggestion 
([1941] 1960:62-3) that Proto-Semitic, like MSA and (Pre-) 
Arabic (of. Arabic qisda - qilda ), had a lateralized s as 
well as a lateralized d. A year later, a similar but in¬ 
dependent suggestion by Yehiel Gumpertz (1942:114) appeared 
in print, with evidence drawn from Akkadian (the famous 
merger of s with 1 before apical stops and spirants), Greek 
(the Semitic loanword balsamon), and, of course, MSA. 

Gumpertz's work was quickly forgotten, but Cantineau's 
ideas were followed up in the mid-sixties by Kalevi Koskinen 
and Igor M. Diakonoff. Koskinen (1964:45-7) argued for a 
lateral realization of s in Hebrew based on the alleged in¬ 
compatibility of s and 1 in that language. Diakonoff (1965: 
22) used Cantineau's version of the lateral hypothesis to 
account for the Proto-Semitic doublets dhq - shq (and the 
above-mentioned conditioned merger of s with 1 in Akkadian), 
and thus, indirectly, provided new evidence for lateral s. 

We shall have more to say about these matters in the next 
section. 
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THE PROBLEM 

The original lateral hypothesis was confined to Arabic 
and to d. Lepsius believed that the lateral realization of d 
was a post-Islamic innovation (1861:136): 

Dass diese Aussprache des ^ schon bis Xalil, warschein- 
lich schon bis Mohammed zuriickging, beweist ubrigens 
noch nicht, dass sie nicht einer noch friiheren gefolgt 
sei, und es scheint mir sehr naturlich dass ^ urspriing- 
lich nur die tbnende Aussprache von £ darstellte. 

The discovery that MSA also had a lateral d forced a 
certain modification of this position, but not as drastic a 
one as might have been expected. Voller's position (1894: 
174), like that of Brockelmann (1908:29), is quite compat¬ 
ible with Lepsius' ideas about the lateness of the lateral 
realization of d: 

9 

Eine nicht minder grosse geschichtliche Tragweite 
besitzt die Ueberlieferung, dass ,> klassisch ein 
laterales z sei und durch diese Artikulation dem 1 nahe 
komme. Viele Umstande, das friihe Schwinden dieses Lau- 
tes aus der Ueberlieferung, das Pehlen desselben in der 
lebenden Sprache und — wie es scheint — die Zugehbrig- 
keit zu der lexikographisch d'unn gesaten Reihe Kanaan- 
aisch S , Aramaisch X , Arabisch > deuten darauf, dass 
diese auffallige Varietat des z^ nur ein kurzes Leben und 
eine geringe Verbreitung gehabt hat. Nehmen wir die 
beiden Tatsachen zusammen, dass der entsprechende la- 
terale Verschlusslaut im Mehri noch jetzt vorkommt und 
in der gelehrten Ueberlieferung der Malaien auftritt, 
die aus Hadramaut Oder Umgegend ihren Islam erhalten ha- 
ben, so liegt die Annahme nahe, dass der sudarabische 
Stamm, dem dieser Laut eigen war, gerade zur Zeit der 
Kristallisation der phonetischen Ueberlieferung — in 
Medina Oder in Basra — momentan eine gewisse Rolle 
spielte, um bald darauf in dem grossen Amalgamations- 
Prozess der islamischen Stamme zu verschwinden. 

Vollers was able to avoid an early date by assuming that 
the lateral realization of d spread across dialect-, or even 
language-, boundaries, from South Arabic to the neighboring 
dialects of North Arabic. But even if Vollers had stayed 
within a strict family-tree framework, he would not have been 
required to date the lateral realization of d any earlier 
than the common ancestor of Arabic and MSA, a language which 
is much younger than Proto-Semitic. This brings us to the 
heart of the problem: How is it possible to reconstruct for 
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Proto-Semitic a feature which is attested in only a small 
group of languages, each of which is a close relative and a 
close neighbor of the others? 

The problem is even more acute in the case of the later¬ 
al realization of s, which is attested only in MSA. As 
Moscati (1954:38) put it: 

La realizzazione sudarabica moderna e molto remota da 
quelle ebraica e semitica antica, ne tra esse e agevole 
stabilire una connessione ... 

Naturally, Cantineau was not blind to this problem ei¬ 
ther. Not untypically, his response was to compensate for 
the lack of hard evidence with a typological argument ([1951- 
2] 1960:286): 

Cette prononciation a bien des chances d'etre ancienne, 
car on ne voit pas pourquoi ni comment un s ou un s 
anciens se seraient lateralises, tandis qu'on voit au 
contraire tres bien comment une sifflante ou une 
chuintante lateralisee, perdant cette lateralisation 
(difficile a realiser, surtout pour les etrangers) a 
about! a une sifflante ou a une chuintante ordinaires. 

But this argument is only superficially attractive. Examina¬ 
tion of the historical record reveals that the "lateraliza¬ 
tion" of ordinary sibilants is not as unthinkable as 
Cantineau believed. Changes of this type are attested in 
Iranian (Bouda 1947:52), Ostyak (ibid., 53), the Biu-Mandara 
branch of Chadic (Newman and Ma 1966:226, although cf. 

Kraft 1971), and a nineteenth century Italian dialect 
(Malagoli 1939 s.v. lisca and passim, Teloni 1889). 

The same typological argument is applied by Moscati 
(1954:31) to the lateral realization of d, but here again 
there are no grounds for brushing aside the possibility that 
the lateral d of Arabic and MSA developed from an earlier 
(unlateralized) d (Brockelmann 1908:1.29, Vilencik 1930:97, 
Magee 1950:77). There is no shortage of parallels. Accord¬ 
ing to Vilencik (loc. cit.), d has shifted to 1 in Afghan, 
and mergers of d with 1 are attested in Latin (Buck 1933: 
123), Fe'?Fe'?-Bamileke (Hyman 1972:21-2), Papago (Hale 1965: 
299), and, closer to home, the Jewish Neo-Aramaic dialect 
of Azerbaijan (Garbell 1965 passim). 

Cantineau ([1946] 1960:200, [1951-2] 1960:287), and 
later Kurylowicz (1972:28), adduced, in addition, the in¬ 
compatibility of d and s in Arabic as evidence that PS s 
was, like d, a lateral; but since d (and no doiibt also s) 
is incompatible with all of the other sibilants (Cantineau 
[1946] 1960:200, Greenberg 1950:173), the incompatibility of 
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d and s can be easily explained without recourse to the 
lateral hypothesis. 

Koskinen's more recent attempt (1964:45-7) to adduce 
incompatibility between s and 1 in Hebrew as evidence for 
lateral s in that language is unconvincing for a different 
reason. It is true that the number of triliteral roots con¬ 
taining s with 1 is low (5 out of 1179), but so is the num¬ 
ber of triliteral roots containing s without 1 (70 out of 
1179). Had Koskinen employed standard statistical pro¬ 
cedures, he would have discovered that, even if s and 1 were 
totally lacking in aversion for each other, the expected 
number of roots containing both would be only 41x95/1179 
(si-) + 41x105/1179 (s'-I) + 18x105/1179 (-si) + 30x18/1179 
(Is-) + 30x16/1179 (1-s) + 95x16/1179 (-Is) = 10.7, and 
that the difference between this number and the observed 
number (5) is not quite significant at the .05 level 
(y^ = 3.7). Thus, the assumption of incompatibility be¬ 
tween s and I, while by no means excluded, is unnecessary. 

The remarks of Gumpertz and Diakonoff go a long way 
towards broadening the base of the lateral theory, but they 
are too brief and too modestly presented (to a large extent 
in footnotes) to have had much impact. The fact that 
Diakonoff's note on Akkadian s > 1 is not mentioned at all 
in the lengthy review which Edzard (1967) wrote for Revue 
d'Assyriologie (!) tells the whole story. Nevertheless, 
the case for fricative-laterals in Proto-Semitic is not 
nearly as much in need of the attentions of the present 
writer as he imagined when he wrote the early paragraphs of 
this section. At that time, he was still blissfully unaware 
that the "new" ideas which had inspired him to write this 
book were really the forgotten ideas of his predecessors. 


wnn nr nttn 
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STRATEGY 

After reviewing the evidence for the existence of two 
fricative-laterals in MSA (chapter ii), we shall proceed to 
identify the etymological counterparts of these two phonemes 
in the various Semitic languages (chapter iii). The rest of 
the book will be devoted to an investigation of the phonetic 
values of these etymological counterparts in the hope that 
some of them may have preserved something of the original, 
Proto-Semitic, values. 
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Our investigation will not be merely a survey of the 
commonly accepted values of the phonemes in question, for, 
in some cases (e.g. Akkadian s), these are based on insuffi¬ 
cient and/or anachronistic evidence (see chapter xix). In 
other cases (e.g. Arabic s, Phoenician s), the accepted 
values may not hold for all dialects of the language in 
question (see chapter xi and chapter xvi, fn. 25). And in 
still other cases (e.g. Arabic s, Aramaic g > ^), the lan¬ 
guage in its attested stage may have preserved tell-tale 
alternations,doublets, and/or incompatibilities which came 
into being at an earlier stage, before the original phonetic 
value was lost (see chapters x, xiii, xiv, xx). 

In general, our strategy will be to look for J's: in¬ 
compatibility with J, alternations with I, doublets with I, 
loanwords with 1 , spelling-variants with 1 , and mergers with 
i. Naturally, these I's must be connected with the reflexes 
of PS d and PS s, if they are to be of any value for our 
purposes. A second general strategy will be to find out 
as much as possible about the behavior of the fricative- 
laterals in modern languages like Zulu, Welsh, Icelandic, 
and MSA, in order to be able to recognize similar behavioral 
patterns in the ancient Semitic languages. 

Finally, we will not be put off by the fact that, due to 
various mergers, some of the etymological counterparts of the 
MSA fricative-laterals continue more than one Proto-Semitic 
phoneme. We will continue to hope that the two phonetic 
values which are of interest to us survived some of these 
mergers, even though the typological odds are stacked against 
us. 



I. 

Laterals: Definitions, Symbols, and Typology 


A lateral, simply put, is an 1. Why use a special term 
for one simple consonant? Actually, there are many kinds of 
i, and some of them — the so-called "fricative-laterals" — 
sound more like sibilants than i's to most Americans and 
Europeans. It would be somewhat misleading to call these 
fricative-laterals I's. 

The term "lateral" calls to mind the articulatory char¬ 
acteristic which is common to all of the 1 's and which sets 
them apart from all other consonants: the passage of air out 
of the side of the mouth instead of straight out the front. 
Bertil Malmberg (1963:44) explains the mechanics of this 
lateral air-flow: 

The consonants called laterals have this in common with 
stops and nasals: that the articulatory organ, the 
tongue, makes firm contact with the point of articula¬ 
tion in question (usually the teeth or the palate). But 
contrary to what happens in [those] groups, this contact 
takes place only at the middle of the oral cavity, while 
the air escapes from both sides of the place of articula 
tion. Sometimes the lateral passage of air occurs on 
only one side {unilateral consonant) without any percep¬ 
tible difference resulting. The English [1] (in light, 
long, call) is a lateral type .... 

The class of laterals can, as intimated above, be fur¬ 
ther subdivided in many ways. Of fundamental importance to 
this monograph is the distinction between the lateral 
approximants (also called sonorants or liquids) and the lat¬ 
eral fricatives (also called fricative-laterals). The latter 
are characterized by the presence of audible friction at the 
point of articulation; the former by its absence or relative 
absence. Corresponding to this acoustic difference there is 
an articulatory difference, for friction is created by bring¬ 
ing the articulators close enough to constrict, but not block 
the air which passes through them ("close-approximation"). 
Conversely, friction is avoided by keeping the articulators 
relatively apart ("open-approximation"). 
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The common, garden-variety I is a voiced lateral approx- 
imant. Fricative-laterals are less familiar, although they 
can hardly be called rare. The voiceless fricative-lateral 
(written 4)^ is in fact quite common in American Indian lan¬ 
guages, e.g., Apache (Hoijer 1946:58), Chipewyan (Li Fang- 
Kuei 1946:398), Nez Perce, Wishram, Nootka and twelve other 
Indian languages of western North America (Nichols 1971: 

842-5). Voiceless fricative-laterals are also found on 
islands at the periphery of Europe: in Welsh (Jones 1913:19, 
Rositzke 1939) and in Icelandic (Sveinbjornsson 1933:64, 

Kress 1937:121, Rositzke 1939). In Asia they are found in the 
Modern South Arabic languages, in some dialects of Ostyak 
(Bouda 1947:53), a Ugric language, and in many North Cauca¬ 
sian languages (Trubetzkoy 1922), namely, Kabardian (Kuipers 
1960:20, Henderson 1970:94) and the other Circassian languages 
(Bouda 1947:49-50, Dumezil 1952:243) and Ubykh (Dumezil 1952: 
243, Dumdzil and Namitok 1954:163) in the western Caucasus ,- 
Bats (Sommerfelt 1947:145) in the central Caucasus; and the 
Avaro-Andian languages (including Akhvakh with six different 
voiceless laterals) (Gudava 1964:20) and Archi in the eastern 
Caucasus. In Africa, they are found in a large number of lan¬ 
guages, e.g. Sandawe, a Hottentot dialect (Copland 1938:62), 
the Chadic languages, especially those of the Biu-Mandara 
branch like Bura and Margi (Hoffman 1963:10, Newman and Ma 
1966:226, Ladefoged 1968:29) but also those of the Plateau- 
Sahel branch (Newman 1965:57, Kraft 1971), the languages of 
the Iraqw group in Northeast Africa (Tucker and Bryan 1966: 
571), and Southern Bantu languages of the Nguni group (which 
includes Zulu), the Sotho group, the Tsonga group, and, less 
generally, the Shona group (Doke 1954:33). 

It is interesting to note that all of these languages 
(leaving aside Ostyak for which Bouda does not give complete 
data) have /!/ in addition to /4/ except Ubykh and the 
Circassian languages (which do, however, have a voiced frica¬ 
tive-lateral)^ and Nootka (which has no voiced consonants at 
all except for nasals and semi-vowels). This observation may 
be put in the form of an implicational iiniversal: In lan¬ 
guages which have voiced obstruents (stops and spirants), 
the presence of a voiceless lateral implies the presence of a 
voiced lateral. 

It is tempting to speculate (a la Ferguson 1963:59 and 
Greenberg 1969:153) that at the root of this synchronic uni¬ 
versal there is a diachronic universal to the effect that, in 
languages which have voiced obstruents, phonemic voiceless 
fricative-laterals are always the product of a secondary split 
involving /!/ (i.e. /!/ acquired a voiceless allophone which 
became an autonomous phoneme when the conditioning factor^ was 
lost). Since secondary split, by definition, always leaves 
the original phoneme unchanged in some of its environments. 
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this diachronic hypothesis would seem to account for the 
synchronic facts. Unfortxinately, the historical record does 
not support this hypothesis, at least in its present form. 

Even the unsystematic investigation conducted by the present 
writer revealed that there are other sources of /i/ besides 

/l/.^ 

Voiced fricative-laterals (written also occur in the 

languages of the world, but they are much rarer than their 
voiceless counterparts, perhaps because the ubiquitous voiced 
lateral approximants tend to discourage the formation and/or 
retention of a phoneme which would so greatly diminish their 
margin of safety. Whatever the reason, voiced fricative- 
laterals seem to occur only in Modern South Arabic, Ubykh, the 
Circassian languages,and several African languages, e.g., 
Sandawe, Bura, Margi and the Southern Bantu language groups 
mentioned above except for the Sotho group. All of these lan¬ 
guages, except for Ubykh and the Circassian languages^ also 
have /i/ and /!/, so it seems that /fe/, /i/ and /!/ form an 
implicational series. Old Arabic, as we shall see, was an ex¬ 
ception: it had /^/ and /!/ but not /i/. However, this typo- 

logically abnormal situation, created by the retention of /g/ 
after the shift of /i/ to /s/, seems to have been short-lived. 

We might also mention one other generalization that 
emerges from our survey: in some languages^ which have /!/ 
and /i/ (but not /^/), the latter serves as a voiceless coun¬ 
terpart of the former in spite of the considerable acoustic 
difference between the two created by the presence of fric¬ 
tion in one and its absence in the other.® The explanation 
is probably connected with the fact that the real voiceless 
counterpart of [1] — the voiceless approximant [1] — is 
scarcely audible® (Dieth 1950:149, Doke 1926:97).° In such 
languages, then, [i] is phonologically /!/, with friction 
added to make it audible. ° 

One last point needs to be made. It is possible to pro¬ 
duce a fricative-lateral at any point on the side of the 
tongue. Throughout most of this monograph we will be using 
the symbols i and ^ without regard to point of articulation. 

On those rare occasions when it is necessary to distinguish 
velar or uvular fricative-laterals from alveolar ones, i 
and ^ will be used for the former, and i and for the latter. 


other symbols include: i or J- in works on American Indian languages 
(but Slavicists and others use this symbol to denote a velarized 1), 1 in 
studies of Icelandic (but many phoneticians reserve this symbol for tfie 
voiceless lateral approximant), b (Smalley 1962-4:217), s in works on Modern 
South Arabic (but nineteenth-century Semitists used this Polish symbol to 
write [ 5 ], as in Polish, and most Semitists today use it as a phonetically 
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noncommittal transcription of Hebrew-Aramaic v and its Proto-Semitic ances¬ 
tor, a practice we shall follow in this monograph), i in the Modern South 
Arabic word-lists of Thomas (1937), J in studies of Modern South Arabic by 
Johnstone (1968, 1970a,b) before he switched to s (1972), s and s in arti¬ 
cles dealing with South Arabic phonology by Beeston (1951, 1962b), hi in 
Icelandic and Zulu orthography, and 11 in Welsh orthography. Kabardian 
has had many standard orthographies and hence many symbols for 4 (Kuipers 


1960:116). 


2Henderson (1970:93) states that Kabardian may be classified as 
both a voiced lateral fricative and a sonorant," but Kuipers (1960:20) 
writes that "only Kabardians who have been strongly subjected to the in¬ 
fluence of some other language (Russian, Arabic, Turkish) to the extent of 
being more conversant in it than in Kabardian, occasionally pronounced voiced 
I as a pure liquid, but this sound is foreign to the language." In fact, 
none of the Northwest Caucasian languages has a lateral approximant except 
Abkhaz (Kuipers 1955:198). 

^In Welsh, the conditioning factor was a preceding h weakened from *s 
(Jones 1930:135, cp. ibid., 134), in Icelandic it was (or still is, depend¬ 
ing on one's phonemic analysis) a preceding h weakened from *q, *k, and *k 
(Johannesson 1956:1297-8); cf. also the following two synchronic rules of 
Apache phonology: /hi/—[4] (Hoijer 1946:71) and /I/ —[4] /voiceless 
sibilant (ibid., 73). A non-phonemic voiceless fricative-lateral with strong 
palatalization exists in the Yiddish of Carpathian Ruthenia (personal obser¬ 
vation) ; the conditioning factor is a preceding k (e.g. [k4yayn] "small," 
[kiyapn] "knock," etc.). The presence of glottalized ejectives in many of 
the languages which have 4 suggests that such consonants (which are, of ne¬ 
cessity, always voiceless) may have served as conditioning factors in many 
cases. 


^Southern Bantu 4 comes from an older voiceless palatal stop (Guthrie 
1971:63, cf. also Doke 1954:42), and the Proto-Chadfc source of Biu-Mandara 
4 may be *s (Newman and Ma 1966:226, but cf. also Kraft 1971). The voice¬ 
less fricative-laterals in Archi and the Avaro-Andian languages seem to come 
from Proto-North Caucasian voiceless velar fricatives (Trubetzkoy 1922:199). 
Cf. also the non-phonemic lateral pronunciation of s in 19th century Leghorn 
(Italy) known as la lisca (Malagoli 1939 s.v., Teloni 1889), which probably 
involved a voiceless fricative-lateral rather than a liquid , judging from 
the positions in which the allophone appears (e.g. initially before stops as 
in Iperanza = speranza, Itampa = stampare, etc.). 

^Other symbols include: 1} in works on African languages, i (Smalley 
1962-4:217), d in works on Modern South Arabic, S in the Modern South Arabic 
word-lists of Thomas (1937) , 3 in studies of Modern South Arabic by John¬ 
stone (1968, 1970a,b) before he switched to z (1972), dhl in Zulu orthogra¬ 
phy. It is ironic but not particularly significant that in the Kabardian 
adaptation of the Arabic alphabet (in use until 1923), the symbol for is 
not > but J (Kuipers 1960:116). Presumably, the introduction of this 
Kabardian orthography came long after Arabic had ceased to be a fricative- 
lateral . 

®See fn. 2 above. 

^E.g. Welsh, where the soft mutation or lenited form of 11 is I, just 
as the soft mutation of the other voiceless consonants is voiced (Jones 1913: 
162); Apache, where 1 coalesces with a preceding h to form 4 just as y, y, z, 
z coalesce with a preceding h to form x, s, s, s respectively (Hoijer 1946: 

73); and Chipewyan where the alternation 4 ~ I is paralleled by 0 ~ S, s - z, 
and X ~ Y (Li Fang-Kuei 1946:400). 

®Cp. the relationship between ’< and h in Arabic and between y and ^ in 
various other languages. 

^Nevertheless, Ladefoged (1971:11) reports a voiceless lateral approxi¬ 
mant /!/ contrasting with /!/ in Burmese. 
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Fricative-Laterals in Modern South Arabic 


MODERN SOUTH ARABIC 


The term Modern South Arabic (MSA) designates a group 
of South Semitic languages spoken on or near the southern 
coast of the Arabian Peninsula. Shahari^ is spoken in the 
Omani Dependency of Dhofar (Zufar) and, in a somewhat dif¬ 
ferent form, in the Kuria Muria Islands.^ Mehri is spoken in 
Zufar and in the Mahra country {bilad Mahra) which lies be¬ 
tween Zufar (whose western border is at Ra'^s Darbat “^AlT) and 
Hadramawt (bounded on the east by Wadi MasTlah). The island 
of Socotra, formerly ruled by the Mahrite Sultans of Qishin, 
also has speakers of Mehri, but the indigenous MSA language 
of this island is Socotri. Botahari and Harsusi, closely re¬ 
lated to Mehri and often said to be dialects of it, are 
spoken in Zufar. 

The MSA languages are generally thought to be descended 
from a (thus far unattested) dialect or dialects of Epi- 
graphic South Arabic (ESA), the language of the ancient in¬ 
scriptions found mainly in southwestern Arabia but also in 
ZufSr. They are set off from Arabic by their failure to 
show certain phonological innovations which are shared by 
every known Arabic dialect, including the Arabic dialect of 
Zufar (which is a second language to most speakers of MSA); 
the unconditional merger of d and z, and the chain shift 
s > s > s in which s merged unconditionally with s. Fur¬ 
thermore, the MSA emphatics are not velarized as in Arabic 
but rather glottalized as in Ethiopian Semitic (Fresnel 
1838b:544-5 Yushmanov 1930:383-4, Johnstone 1970a:296fn, 

1973:98fn, 1975a, 1975b:6-7) — a little-known^ fact whose 
implications for Semitic linguistics are enormous.^ 

If it is easy to show how the MSA languages differ from 
Arabic, it is more difficult to name the innovations® that 
justify their being grouped together. Several phonological 
innovations, which, at first glance, appear to set off MSA 
as a distinct branch of South Semitic, prove, upon closer 
examination, to have affected only some of the MSA languages. 
The raising of 3 to o or u, for example, characterizes 


Shahari, 
Socotri. 


Mehri, Harsusi, and Botahari, but is unevidenced in 
The conditioned merger of s with , on the other 


hand, is attested, with slight variations, in Socotri, Mehri, 
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Harsusi, and Botahari, but, with the exception of a few lex¬ 
ical items, not in Shahari (Leslau 1938:32-4, 1947a;183,195, 
200). The merger of h and h, reliably reported for Socotri 
(Leslau 1938:21^, Johnstone 1975b:5), does not seem to be 
reflected in the spellings of Carter's Mehri informant (Car¬ 
ter 1847 passim) in spite of several instances of h for tr, 
and we should, therefore, no doubt, discount the evidence for 
such a merger in Thomas' Shahari, Mehri, Harsusi, and Bota¬ 
hari transcriptions. One phonological innovation which does 
seem to have affected the whole group is the de-emphatization 
of d (Fresnel 1838b:546, Yushmanov 1930:384, Johnstone 1970a: 
296n), but even here it must be noted that in Socotri d has 
retained a glottalized allophone (Johnstone 1973:98fn). 

REPORTS OF FRICATIVE-LATERALS IN MODERN SOUTH ARABIC 

Most of the published descriptions of the MSA languages 
come from doctors, diplomats, or just plain adventurers with 
no professional training in phonetics and with no knowledge 
of the descriptions of their predecessors. It is, therefore, 
quite astonishing that so many of them correctly identified 
at least one of the fricative-laterals in these languages. 

The earliest description of the MSA fricative-laterals 
just barely missed being the earliest description of MSA 
(Wellsted's worthless Socotri word-list was published three 
years earlier). It is part of Fulgence Fresnel's descrip¬ 
tion (1838b) of the phonetics of Ehhkili, also called Shhari 
(1838a:534) i.e. Shahari. This description, based on the 
speech of an informant who happened to be in Jidda (the 
seaport of Mecca) and sent to Paris in a series of letters, 
remains indispensable even today. The following section 
(1838b;538-9), full of French esprit, was formerly quite 
popular in European orientalist circles: 

[II y a] trois lettres dont la prononciation 
detruit la symmetrie du visage. 

Toutes les langues que j'ai etudiees en Europe ont 
cela de commun, qu'on peut et doit les parler sans 
contorsions. Ainsi, lorsqu'un homme s'exprime en an¬ 
glais, en russe, en arabe ou en chinois, si I'on con(joit 
la figure de I'orateur coupee de haut en bas par le plan 
que determinent ces trois points, le milieu des levres, 
le sommet de la tete et le milieu de la nuque, les 
mouvements de ses organes vocaux seront exactement les 
memes de chaque cote de ce plan a chaque instant de son 
discours. II n'en est pas toujours ainsi dans la langue 
ehhkili ou hhimyarique. Elle a des articulations qui 
exigent que la langue et la levre inferieure se portent 
a droite, d'ou results une grimace que Mouhhsin lui-meme 
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trouve fort ridicule, parce qu'il a voyage^. Assurement, 
quand la reine de Saba pronongait [ces lettres], sa 
beaute devait en souffrir. M. Antoine d'Abadie, a qui 
je faisais remarquer ce phenomene, eut, ainsi que moi, 
I'idee de demander a Mouhhsin s'il n'y avait point dans 
son pays des gens qui, pour prononcer ces trois lettres, 
tournassent la langue du cote gauche. Notre Bedouin lui 
assura, comme il me I'avait assure a moi-meme, qu'on 
n'avait jamais vu d'exemple d'une pareille gaucherie ... 

The phones described here can only be laterals, since 
laterals are the only phones which may be asymmetrical 
(with respect to the median line of the palate). Often, it 
is only the air-stream, escaping from the mouth on only one 
side, which is asymmetrical, but the tongue may also be po¬ 
sitioned left or right of center and, in the case of frica¬ 
tive-laterals at least, even the lips may be pulled to the 
side (Sievers 1901:131). There can be no other explanation 
for Mouhhsin's facial contortions. 

Fresnel goes on to explain that one of these three 
phones is "a kind of z or Arabic dhal" (op. cit., 540) , the 
second is closer to the English th than any other sound 
(ibid., 554), and the third is like ts (ibid., 546). Sig¬ 
nificantly, the first of these replaces 1 for euphony (ibid., 
539) even though it is completely different from it acous¬ 
tically. 

Fresnel was puzzled by this alternation of two so\inds 
which sounded so different to him, although his informant 
found it quite natural. The explanation is really quite 
simple. It is true that acoustically the contorted z is 
completely different from 1 since the former is a fricative, 
i.e. made with friction, while the latter is an approximant, 
made with minimal friction. But once we realize that from 
an articulatory point of view both are laterals, with almost 
identical tongue-positions, their interchange ceases to be 
mysterious. It is simply a case of a voiced lateral approx¬ 
imant [1] becoming a voiced lateral fricative through an 

increase in friction. 

Carter's description (1847:343) of a Mehri fricative- 
lateral is short and simple but says everything one needs to 
know: 


has a very peculiar sound in the Mahra dialect; 
it is formed by placing the tip of the tongue against 
the anterior part of the palate, and allowing the air 
to pass out of the mouth on one side or the other of it, 
in the manner of a lisp, following it with the sound of 
the letter I, as in "fire ," pronoxmced shleeote^^ 
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The reason that Carter heard an 1 will be discussed in chap¬ 
ter xvi, but, whatever the explanation, its presence here 
confirms Carter's description of the lateral passage of air. 

Glaser's description (1895:87) of a Shahari (?) 
fricative-lateral is almost as explicit: 

Dieses s [in the word sehr^t] ist an der rechtsseitigen 
Zahnreihe auszusprechen, also ziam rechten Mundwinkel 
hinaus und ist nicht von einen gleichfalls an derselben 
Stelle articulirten zu unterscheiden. Etymologisch 
jedoch ist es [i.e. it corresponds to Arabic s but 
sounds more like Arabic t]. 

Next we come to Jahn's description (1905:5) of a Mehri 
fricative-lateral: 

s, laterales wird artikuliert, indem man den 
Luftstrom durch die Verengung des Raxames zwischen dem 
rechten Gaumen und der Zunge, welche man durch 
Annaherung des rechten Zungenrandes an die rechten 
oberen Backenzahne herbeigeflihrt hat, und zwischen den 
beiden rechtseitigen Zahnreihen hindurchpresst. 

All this is, as Yushmanov (1926:42) remarked, "un peu 
complique!" but the essentials are clear: the air is press¬ 
ed through a narrow space between the right side of the pal¬ 
ate and the right edge of the tongue and escapes between the 
upper and lower teeth on the right side of the mouth. 

Thomas' description is of great interest (1937:236) in 
spite of the fact that it gives no articulatory details: 

The visitor to the Hadara habitat, whose ear is 
attuned to dialects of Modern Arabic, is immediately 
struck by two phonetic peculiarities — the sounds of 
(a) lateralized consonants or lisped sibilants, and (b) 
of 11 in the Welsh pronunciation of such a word as 
Llanelly.It occurs with great frequency and is 
accorded not only to the dh consonant whose laterali¬ 
zation appears to have been an old Semitic usage lost 
in Modem Arabic, but is the value of the consonants 
s, s, sh, dh, dh , th, z, judging from the Hadara pro¬ 
nunciation of those of their words akin to Modern 
Arabic ... 

We have already mentioned that Welsh 11 is a fricative- 
lateral. Jones (1913:19), for example, describes it as: 

... a voiceless 1 pronounced on one side. It is 
produced by placing the tongue in the I position. 
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raising it so as to close the passage on one side, 
and blowing between it and the teeth on the other. 

The common imitation thl conveys the effect of the 
"hiss" (voiceless spirant) in the th, and gives the 
side effect in the I. But 11 is of course a simple 
sound which may be described shortly as a "unilateral 
hiss-" 

The Welsh 11 is then indeed similar to the MSA fricative- 
laterals and we shall more than once call upon the Welsh 
fricative-lateral 11 for parallels in the course of this 
research. 

Lastly we find Johnstone's explicit statement (1970a: 
296) that the MSA languages have a voiced fricative-lateral 
and a voiceless fricative-lateral. 

LANDBERG'S AND THE ip-ISOGLOSS 

The Swedish Arabist Count Carlo von Landberg is the 
author of several descriptions of the Arabic spoken in 

Hadramawt. One of them (1898:167) contains a brief reference 

* • 

to Mehri: 


’Awai,^^ Hafii, abyai,^*^ a±mah,^^ etc.; dans toute 
cette contree de meme qu'en Datina le ip est prononcc? 
comme le 1 slave ou le I des paysans de la Haute-Bavi^re 
et des Hollandais. Cette prononciation est particuli^re 
des tribus qui ont le nom collectif de Himyar. Les 
Mahrites a qui j'ai cause I’avaient aussi et Maltzan, 
ZDMG 27, p259 a deja releve ce fait. 

It is iinclear from this statement whether the Mahrites with 
whom Landberg spoke had an I-like p in their Arabic speech 
only, or (as the reference to von Maltzan 1873 suggests) in 
their native language as well. In a later description (1901: 
637) he is more explicit: 

p est prononce dans tout le pays de Datina et par 
les tribus dites Ijimyarites (Arabica V, 230) comme le 
i slave, hollandais et de la Haute-Bavi^re. Comme c'est 
la regie dans la langue m^hra, il faut supposer que nous 
sommes en presence d'une prononciation particulifere de 
I'ancienne langue du sud. 

Now when Landberg speaks of j> in Mehri, he means the Mehri 
phoneme which corresponds to Arabic a loose but common way 
of speaking justified by the close relationship between the 
two languages. But when we examine the word-lists of other 
writers, we find that the Mehri phoneme which corresponds to 
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!s> is not a velarized 1, as Landberg claims, but one of the 
fricative-laterals (the voiced one) which we have been dis¬ 
cussing. 

We are now faced with a problem. Did Landberg make a 
mistake? Did he hear a voiced fricative-lateral as an I? 
Bravmann (1934:153) stops just short of an affirmative an¬ 
swer : 


Nach Landberg Hadram. p. 637 hat d die Aussprache als 

emphatisches 1 in ganz Datlna...und im Mehri_— 

Allerdings ist es mir fraglich, db das d im Mehri so 
durchgangig als emphatisches 1 gesprochen wird. Jahn 
S.4 erklart es als laterales d, und umschreibt es 

bekanntlich mit d. Seine definition dieses d scheint 
• • • 

ubrigens ziemlich den Angaben nahezukommen die die 

Grammatiker vom d geben...sodass dieser Laut uns im 

Mehri erhalten w’are.. . 

But even if Landberg could confuse ^ with i— in spite of 
Fresnel's testimony^® that he could not hear any resemblance 
between the two even though he tried — could a native speak¬ 
er do the same? Landberg (1901:637) tells us that: 
fut ecrit par un Rarrani d'es-^ugra This spelling 

mistake must reflect a real merger of d and 1 in the Arabic 
dialect of the karrani, which suggests that Landberg may have 
been right about Mehri d as well. 

Actually a simple explanation is at hand for the dis¬ 
crepancy between Landberg's description and all of the above 
descriptions. It is contained in the statement by voii 
Maltzan (1873b:259) alluded to above by Landberg (1898) : 

Die beiden Zungenlaute J [=1] and zeigen auch 
in Mehri recht deutlich ihre nahe Verwandschaft. In 
West-Mahra geht geradezu in 1 uber: 

Beispiele 

hlaiq, eng (arabisch 

yetulian , er verrichtet die Abwaschung (vom arabischen 

The important part of this statement, which has been hitherto 
been ignored, is the phrase "in West-Mahra." Von Maltzan, 
like Thomas (1937:233), divides up the widespread Mahra tribe 
into eastern and western branches: 17 

Es handelt sich hier also nur urn zwei Zweige des Mahra- 
Dialects, die ich west- und ost-Mehri nenne. Ersterer 
wird vom Wadi Mesile land Sayhut an bis ostlich von 
Keschin,!® auch auf der Insel Soqotra gesprochen. Er 
ist jedoch weniger rein, noch mehr mit Arabismen 
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gemischt, als der andere, nebenbei scheint mir auch 
die Aussprache sehr verderbt. Das ostliche Mehri ist 
die Sprache von Ras Fartaq und scheint in der Umgegend 
von Haguel^®...am reinsten gesprochen zu werden. 

Given these geographical data, it seems likely that the 
Mahrites whom Landberg met were West-Mahrites. All of the 
other authors cited above had East-Mahrite informants from 
Zufar (or, in Carter's case, the village of Ahsoel) or 
Shahari informants from the same area. It appears, then, 
that there is a d-isogloss separating West-Mehri from East- 
Mehri. 

That West-Mehri is characterized by a liquid, rather 
than (or alongside of)^® a fricative, d can be shown from 
another source: Bent's Mehri and Socotri word-lists (1900: 
440-8). In these lists we find that Bent has transcribed 
Mehri d with 1 in three out of five^^ examples: 

Erkella "kick" (p. 443) cf. Carter (1847:351) markadthat 
(Mehri) "kick"; Leslau (1938:400) rekod (Socotri) 
"fouler le sol"; Thomas (1937:304) rikus^^ (Mehri) 
"kick." 

Gailar "lion" (p. 446) cf. Johnstone (1970a:306) k’ay^ar 
(Mehri) "panther"; Thomas (1937:312) qaikur (Mehri) 
"panther"; Ewald (1846:311) k’eter (Mehri) "lion"; 
von Maltzan (1873:229) qaiter^^ (West-Mehri) "lion," 
Athail "bone" (p. 446) cf. Thomas (1937:288) adhaik 
(Mehri) "bone"; Jahn (1902:254) adayd (Mehri) 
"Knochen"; Carter (1847:347) attiSth "(Mehri) "bone," 

The other two examples have d for d: Hader "ready" (p. 
443) and Kadi "judge" (p. 441) , but these words are obviously 
Arabic. In fact, they are the very words that Bent asked his 
informant to translate. 

Bent's use of 1 to transcribe Mehri d is significant 
since he never uses it for Socotri d (Id, dl, tl)‘^ or 
Socotri s tl, hi, etc.)^^ or Mehri s (zM, zh, 1th, 

tl, thl, etc.). In other words, if the Mehri d that Bent 
heard had been a fricative-lateral, he would have used an i- 
cluster. It seems, then, that Bent heard Mehri d as an 
ordinary 1 . 

Bent collected his Mehri word-list while on Socotra, an 
island which was politically^® and linguistically^® tied to 
the West-Mehri dialect area. Thus, Bent's word-lists provide 
additional evidence for the existence of a d-isogloss. 

Anyone who has followed us this far will not be surprised 
to learn that the Arabic dialects of South Arabia are also 
divided by a d-isogloss — although in this case we should 
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properly speak of a d - z - isogloss (in view of the uncon¬ 
ditional merger which these dialects share with all other 
Arabic dialects). On the one hand, we have the d - z of 
DatTna and WahXdT (east of Datina at the western end of 
Hadramawt)described by Landberg^^ as a lateral approxi- 
mant and actually written with a lam, in one instance, by a 
native speaker; and on the other hand we have the ZufarT d - 
z described by Rhodokanakis (1911) as a spirant (p. x) and 
as coming close to the emphatic lam (p. 82; "Je hbher sie 
hinter die Zahne schlagt, desto mehr nahert sich d dem 
= i [=Landberg's i]") — in sum, a fricative- 
lateral. An intriguing note by Thomas (1937:331) suggests 
that d - z may be a fricative-lateral in eastern peninsular 
dialects outside of South Arabia as well: 

A lateralized is met with in the modern Arabic of the 
borderland tribes of the eastern Rub'al Khali, who speak 
of the Abu Dhabi as Abu ^abi. 

Unfortunately, Thomas' note has never been confirmed by 
other fieldworkers,and Rhodokanakis' reliance on one 
Shahari-speaking tribesman (rather than several monolingual 
Zufari Arabs) for all of his Arabic data (op. cit., xvi- 
xvii) may vitiate entirely the value of his description — 
for our purposes, at least. 

Our discussion of the d-isoglosses would be incomplete if 
we did not mention the fascinating and undoubtedly ancient 
tradition quoted (anonymously) by Wallin in 1858 (p. 634) 
but, inexplicably, ignored by Semitists from that time on: 

Wa-kana s-sayyidu (^Umar?) yaqulu: '^innama d-dadu dadu 
1-mag'Sribati '^amma dadu 1-masariqati fa-lamun mufaxxama. 
Wa-xalafahu s-sayxu ^Id wa-qala: 'finnama d-dadu dadu 
1-masariqati wa-huwa 1-ladI ^alayhi l-'^ijma^. 

The Master ('^'Umar?) used to say: It is the dad of the 

westerners which is the true dad [i.e. the dad of the 

• • 

orthoepists described as rixwa "fricative" and min 
haffati 1-lis'Sn "lateral"] — the dad of the easterners 
is an emphatic i. Sheikh “^Id differed with him and said: 

It is the dad of the easterners which is the true dad. 

The consensus of the scholars favors this latter opin¬ 
ion. 

In a later chapter we will consider the possibility of 
corroborating this statement with other evidence, specifical¬ 
ly, the fact that numerous African languages used 1 to render 
d in Arabic loanwords, while Persian used z (Rubinchik 1965: 
588), Here it suffices to note that the two realizations of 
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d described in this passage seem to be basically the same as 
those attested in present-day South Arabia. 

HOW MANY FRICATIVE-LATERALS? 

It seems virtually certain that there are exactly two 
fricative-lateral phonemes in the MSA languages — one 
voiced and the other voiceless. Johnstone's system of 
transcription, which seems to be phonemic although he never 

V yy 

says so explicitly, distinguishes two: J (= i) and 3 (= ^) 
{1970a:296). His discussion of the Socotri fricative- 
laterals (1968:517) is a little more explicit in this re¬ 
gard. Thomas' word lists (1937) show voiced ^ (with free 
variants kh and zh) contrasting^^ with voiceless h (with 
free variants th and sh) , in spite of a good deal of free 
variation between the two (perhaps partially due to mis¬ 
hearing) 

Thomas' analysis is another story. In it, Thomas gives 
a long list of consonants (some of them imported from Ara¬ 
bic!) which sometimes have lisped or lateralized "values" 
in MSA: s, s, sh, dh, dh, d^, th, and z. Now this way of 
looking at the MSA frjcative-laterals is quite misleading 
in view of the fact that h and s, to pick one example, are 
totally unrelated in the MSA phonological system. But 
Thomas' statements are not sufficiently explicit to be 
called wrong — they could after all be interpreted as a 
statement about the phonetic inventory. Murtonen (1966:139), 
however, obligingly adds the necessary precision by speaking 
of lateralized "variants" instead of "values." These vari¬ 
ants, he adds, "seem to be only allophonic." This is demon¬ 
strably false. Despite Murtonen's claim to the contrary, 
there are a number of minimal pairs in Thomas' word-lists, 
e.g. 


Shahari sDt "strike" ; ist "fire" 

Shahari sin "obey" : hln "left" 

Shahari sUn "they" : han "we have" 

Mehri, Harsusi zar "stop" ; "gazelle" 

Harsusi zld "more" ; iaid "fish" (1 and ai are free 
variants in Thomas' word-lists) 

Murtonen makes much out of the considerable amount of 
free variation in Thomas' word-lists between lateralized and 
unlateralized sounds. But unless the free variation is be¬ 
tween lateralized and unlateralized correlates (e.g. kh and 
dh) it is difficult to see how that helps his case. All of 
the examples I have found of free variation between such 
correlates involve z and z, which contrast in the above mini¬ 
mal pairs. Relatively rare symbols like dh, zh and th, sh 
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are always in free variation with z and |;36 respectively — 
never with their supposed unlateralized co-allophones. 

It is curious that Thomas has, in addition to the analy¬ 
sis which misled Murtonen, a second an elysis (op. cit., 239) 
which Murtonen ignored: 

The respective sound values of s, s, sh, dfi, dh, dh, th, 
k are, to a European ear, practically indistinguishable. 

A lightly and a heavily lisped sibilant, as represented 
by h and k, seemed, to the writer's ear, the most that 
could be detected. 

In this passage, Thomas presents his whole list of lateral- 
ized sibilants as variants of s and z rather than variants of 
the unlateralized sibilants. 

A different problem arises in connection with Jahn's 
description of Mehri (1905:4-5). He also reports two lateral 
consonants, s and d, and these correspond fairly well to 
Thomas' s and z respectively; but d is described as a stop. 

Now Jahn also says that d is a lateral so that even if he did 
hear a stop, it must have had a lateral release, i.e. proba¬ 
bly [d^]. But it seems more likely that he simply made a 
mistake of the kind recorded by Doke (1926:100) : "many 
Europeans erroneously think that they hear a d in the fric¬ 
ative [of Zulu] ." It is significant that no analogous mis¬ 
hearing is recorded for the Zulu voiceless fricative-lateral. 
It would be quite possible, then, for Jahn to make a mistake 
about d without making the same mistake about s. 

A last problem arises from Fresnel's description. 
According to him, there are three distinct fricative- 
laterals in Shahari. From his examples it is clear that one 
of them is the reflex of PS s, the second is the reflex of PS 
d , and the third is the reflex of PS 1 in the vicinity of i. 
Thomas' Shahari word-list and Johnstone's Shahari texts show a 
split-and-merger in the same environment: 1 is merged with 
the reflex of PS d before or after i. Now it is not impossi¬ 
ble that this process was started but not completed by the 
mid-nineteenth century, in Fresnel's time. Thus we might sup¬ 
pose that there were three fricative-laterals in Shahari, one 
of which was an allophone of 1. But Fresnel gives so few ex¬ 
amples that it is hard to know whether we can rely on his data 
or not. It should also be pointed out that this possibility 
applies only to Shahari, because it is only in Shahari that 
this split-and-merger (I > :^ / i) has taken place. 


^The spelling of these names in English is far from standard. The 
spellings used here are Thomas', except for "Mehri" which follows the ear- 
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lier convention established by the Viennese Expedition. 

^Until very recently, the only first-hand account of the Kuria Muria 
dialect was that of Hulton from 1840! Hulton found 23 speakers of Shahari 
on the island of Hallaniya and elicited a short list of words from them. It 
was not until 1975 that Semitists learned that a dialect of Shahari is still 
spoken in the area (Johnstone 1975b:3). 

^Fresnel reports that the MSA emphatics 
"exigent un certain gonflement des amygdales, et sont, pour ainsi dire, 
crachees par une emission violente et subite de I'air comprime dans le 
larynx. Le peut etre represente ... par ss, le [a palatalized allo- 
phone of ci] par ttch ou tss, le -*= par tt, le 1= par tth et le i3 par ck; 
mais a moins d'avoir oui parler I'amharique (amara) ou ethiopien moderne 
on ne peut pas deviner ce que j'entends ici par tt ou ck." 

^Johnstone himself is unaware that Fresnel reported the presence of 
glottalized ejectives in MSA nearly a century and a half ago. His recently 
published paper to the 1970 Hamito-Semitic Colloquium at the School of 
Oriental and African Studies in London begins as follows (1975:155): 

"Since ejectives occur in the languages of the Cushitic group (Bedawye, 
Agaw, Saho-'^Afar, Sidamo, Galla, and Somali), but have not so far been 
recorded for the Semitic languages outside the Ethiopian area, it might 
reasonably be concluded that this was a N.E. African rather than a 
Semitic phenomenon." 

Leslau's comment on the paper (ibid., 157) reveals that he is equally un¬ 
aware of Fresnel's report, despite the fact that he devoted several lines 
to Fresnel's article and Yushmanov's analysis of it (Yushmanov 1930, cf. 
pp. 383-4 dealing with the glottalized emphatics) in his survey of South 
Arabic linguistics for Current Trends in Linguistics (1970:520): 

"I do not need to say that this is a minor revolution in so far as 
Semitic is concerned. We always thought glottalization was only a 
privilege of Ethiopic and some of the Cushitic languages. We have 
known Mehri, Sheri, Socotri for quite a while but we were never told 
that they had glottalized consonants. 

^Since the presence of glottalized emphatics in MSA cannot possibly be 
attributed to a Cushitic substratum, as is frequently done with the Ethiopian 
ejectives, this evidence greatly strengthens the case for glottalized emphat¬ 
ics in PS (cf. Cantineau [1951-2] 1960:291-3 and the literature cited there). 

^Retentions, of course, will not do, cf. Hoenigswald 1965:151. The 
fricative-laterals, which go back at least as far as Proto-South Semitic, 
clearly come under this heading. 

^An interesting example of this merger is the MSA toponym Hanun (<ESA 
S^'^nn) , discussed in chapter iii, fn. 27. 

^Leslau avoids the word "merger," which obviously applies here. The 
best proof is cited by Leslau himself: in addition to hypercorrections of 
h to s in Socotri (1938:34-5, cf. pp. 32-4 for the conditioned sound-change 
s > h), there are one or two hypercorrections of h to s (ibid., 21). 


^Cf. "back" (Arabic zahr) , e?-"face" (Arabic wajh) , 

"river" (Arabic nahr) , and probably also "tooth" (Arabic dirs < *dirs) 

since it is unlikely that s went directly to h in this word (there are nu¬ 
merous examples of s > h but not of s > h) . 

in * 

■'• This form was written by Carter's Mehri informant. 

^^I.e. [sliyot]. 

^^Of course, the MSA voiceless fricative-lateral(s) resemble(s) Welsh 
11 more than the voiced fricative-lateral(s). 

^^4 = (Russian) velarized 1. Not to be confused with our symbol i = 
voiceless fricative-lateral. 

l^"White" = Classical ’abyad. 

^^"Bone" = Classical ^azm; d and z are merged in this modern dialect 
as in all modern dialects (Colin 1930a:92). 

^^See above in this chapter. 

^^They define the boundaries of these branches differently, however; 
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von Maltzan seems not to have been aware of how far east the eastern branch 
went and Thomas may not have known how far west the western branch extended. 

^®Mehri QSsan. 

l^Carter's Ahsoel (1847:342). 

20cf. fn. 23 below. 

possible additional example is Hat’hor "yellow" (p. 445)(although 
Thomas (1937:328) has an h in this word) since it may be identical with the 
word for "green" which has a d. 

^^Thomas' s instead of the expected z is either the result of devoic- 
ing in word-final position or mis-hearing, for Carter's native informant 
writes ^ here a letter he uses consistently for the Mehri voiced 

fricative-lateral but never for its voiceless counterpart. 

^^The t in this word is strange in view of von Maltzan's own testimony 
that d > i in West Mehri. Jahn's informant from Qishin (Qasan) also had d in 
his inventory in spite of the fact that he should have been speaking West- 
Mehri, e.g. dafdat (1902:174), darob (ibid., 175). Many solutions could be 
proposed but the problem clearly calls for further investigation. 

^'^The Arabic words that Bent used are obviously the ones in the column 
lodDeled "dialect used in South Arabia..."; cf. p. 364 where Mrs. Bent de- 
scibes her husband's method of eliciting words. 

^^Kaldi "judge," N'dlahak "to laugh," Entlahak "laughter." 

^^Thlef "hair," Thlaub "leg," Thlab "stream," Tadkleher "one month" 
(Bent glosses "week" but the Arabic word he asked was shahr "month "), 

Tlahas "frankincense" (Bent glosses "myrrh gum" but the Arabic word he asked 
was loban "frankincense"), Ihlop "leg" (possibly for Thlop, cf. Thlaub 
"leg"). 

^"^Arzhlit "tent," Izhe "evening meal," Hamilthtor "buy," Tlahas "frank¬ 
incense," Thluf "feather." 

28 As was pointed out above, the island of Socotra was ruled until re¬ 
cently by the Mahrite Sultans of Qishin. The town of Qishin or Keschin is 
part of the West-Mehri dialect area, according to von Maltzan's statement 
quoted above. 


29 Cf. von Maltzan's statement, quoted above. 

30This area is far to the west of Mahra-land, with practically the 
whole length of Hadramawt intervening. One wonders whether it is a com¬ 
pletely isolated pocket or whether the lateral approximant d - z is found 
further east, in other parts of Hadramawt and in Mahra-land (where we know 
only cibout the Mehri d) . 

^^Cf. Landberg's descriptions, quoted above. 

^^After writing these lines, the present writer was informed by 
Professor F. Cadora that a student from Ha’il whom he interviewed (and 
taped) in Beirut had a fricative-lateral d-z. 


03 

The grapheme < 2h > occurs only in the Mehri word for "finger." 

^^Shahari iaif "feasts" (p.296) : half "asleep" (p. 284) and Mehri 
asii "get up" (p. 298) : azais "bone" (p. 288). Note that i and ai are in 
free variation in Thomas' word-lists. Leslau's suggestion (1947a:182) that 
Thomas' z is only an allophone of /s/ is based not on any phonemic analysis 
of Thomas' data but rather on the alleged lack of any voiced counterpart to 
s in the transcriptions of Thomas' predecessors (i.e. Jahn, Bittner, and the 
rest of the Viennese Expedition). Had Leslau examined the lexical distribu¬ 
tion of i, he would have seen that it corresponds to the Viennese Expedi¬ 
tion's d, even though Jahn (1905:5) describes the latter as a stop. More¬ 
over, Fresnel's j' (1838b:540) is clearly a voiced fricative-lateral. 


35 


Cf. Jahn 1905:5: "Bei der bildung dieses Lautes [i.e. d], der von 


einem ungeubten Ohre leicht mit dem unten erwahnten Laute s verwechselt 
warden kann..." Jahn's own glossary, compiled from transcribed texts (where 
free variation would naturally tend to show itself), does not show any free 
variation between d and s. Moreover, in places where Jahn and Thomas disa¬ 
gree in their transciption of a fricative-lateral. Carter's native infer- 
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mant seems always to agree with Jahn. On the other hand, it is possible 
that Jahn suppressed real phonetic variants — he himself admits changing 
to in the texts of one speaker who differed from other Mehri informants 
in his ‘i'-less speech. 

^^Cf. Rhodokanakis 1932:225 where Socotri s = lateral s is said to 

O 

have a free variant s = lateral s. 



III. 

Correspondence Sets Containing the MSA Laterals 


The central problem of this monograph is to determine 
whether or not the two fricative-laterals of MSA are a sur¬ 
vival from PS. In order to pursue this question, we must in¬ 
vestigate the phonemes in other Semitic languages which cor¬ 
respond to the two MSA fricative-laterals in the hope of 
finding evidence which will bear on the phonetic nature of 
these phonemes. This investigation will begin in chapter iv. 
In this chapter, we will lay the groundwork by identifying 
the phonemes which will be the object of the investigation. 

Ignoring special problems and special correspondences 
resulting from conditioned so\ind-changes (some of which will 
be taken up below), the correspondences are as follows: 



A 

B 

MSA 

4 


ESA 


d 

Ethiopic 

s > s 

d > 

Arabic 

s 

d 

Aramaic 

s > s 

<I2 > 

Hebrew 

s > s 

s 

Ugaritic 

V 

s 

s 

Akkadian 

v 

s 

s 

PS 

*s 

*d 


Colximns A and B are based on sets of cognates like those 
in the following charts: 
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Column-A Cognates 



"belly" 

"lip" 

"hair" 

"sheep" 

"ten" 

Mehri 

(jahn 1902) 

kirs 

““ 

— 

kebs 

Qser 

Mehri 

(Thomas 1937) 

— 

hibith 

— 

kubk 

o^or 

ohur 

Harsusi 
(Thomas 1937) 

— 

klbith 
kaibith 

— 

— 

ohir 

Botahari 
(Thomas 1937) 

— 

— 

— 

— 

ahir 

Shahari 
(Thomas 1937) 

— 

— 

— 

kubh 

kabuk 

asur 

ahir 

Shahari 
(Bittner 1917) 

— 

— 

— 

kos 

kob (e) s 

^ aser 

Socotri 
(teslau 1938) 

V / /I 

seres 

sebeh 

sa''ihor 

kobs 

c " 

^aser 

ESA 

(Conti Rossini 

1931, Jamme 1962) 



■■ 

—■ 


Ethiopia 
(Dillman 1865) 

kars 

(^anfaf^ ) 
Tigrina 

se'^ert 

— 

^asru 

Arabic 
(Wehr 1966) 

kirs 

karis 

safa 

sa'^r 

sa'^ar 

kabs 

'' asr 

Old Aramaic 
(Degen 1969) 

— 

spt'> 

— 

— 

^ sr 

Syriac 
(Payne Smith 

1903) 

karsa 

spa 

septa 

sa’^ra 

kebsa 

fs:j 

'^sar 

Hebrew 

(BDB) 

kares 

sapa (h) 

se'' ar 

kcbes 

'^eser 

Ugaritic 
(Gordon 1965) 

— 

V 

spt 

s’^ rt 

— 

fsr 

AJtkadian 
(CAD, AHw) 

karsu 

karasu 

saptu 

sartu 

kabsu 

(sl)^ 

esir 
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Column-A Cognates 



"winter" 

"left, 

north" 

"month, 

(new ^moon" 

"witness" 

Mehri 

(Jahn 1902) 

— 

simel 

— 

s?)hed 

Mehri 

(Thomas 1937) 

Saitu 

kaimal 

hahair 

— 

Harsusi 
(Thomas 1937) 

kaitu 

himal 

— 

— 

Botahari 
(Thomas 1937) 

beta 

— 

— 

— 

Shahari 
(Thomas 1937) 

setta 

hin 

hil 

— 

— 

Shahari 
(Bittner 1917) 

sete 

r f . 

seta 

sih 

si (y)n 

seher 

suhud 

Socotri 
(Leslau 1938) 

/ /. 

sete 

"(vent du) 
Nord" 

sinihil 
sem(h) el 

seher 

sehed 

"regarder 

ESA 

(Conti Rossini 

1931, Jamme 1962) 


— 

s^hr 

bs^ hd 
"in the 

presence ( 

Ethiopia 
(Dillman 1865) 

— 

— 

sahr 

— 

Arabic 
(Wehr 1966) 

sita7 

samal 

simal 

sahr 

sahid 

Old Aramaic 
(Degen 1969) 

stw'> 

sin'll 

— 

shd 

Syriac 
(Payne Smith 

1903) 

satwa 

semala 

sahra 

sahda 

Hebrew 

(BDB) 

V . 0 

setaw 

semo ) 1 

saharon 

"moon 

ornament" 

/O 

(sahed) 

loanword? 

Ugaritic 
(Gordon 1965) 

— 

smal 

— 

— 

Altkadian 
(CAD, AHw) 

— 

sumelu 

— 

— 
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Column-A Cognates 



"sell" 

"hate" 

"burn, 

kindle" 

"(good) 
tidings" 

Mehri 

(Jahn 1902^ 

sem 

msena> 
"hasslich" 

~ 

baser 

Mehri 

(Thomas 1937) 

horn 

— 

— 

— 

Harsusi 
(Thomas 1937) 

< . 

sime 

hom 

— 

— 

— 

Botahari 
(Thomas 1937) 

halm 

— 

— 

— 

Shahari 
(Thomas 1937) 

ham 

— 

— 

— 

Shahari 
(Bittner 1917) 

se'>m 

sem 

— 

sero/lO 

— 

Socotri 
(Leslau 1938) 

f t 

Siam 



bsr (sl)^ 
"apporter 
une 

nouvelle" 

ESA 

(Conti Rossini 

1931, Jamme 1962) 

s^'^m 

"buy" 

s^n'^ 

"enemy" 

— 

2 

bs^r 

Ethiopia 
(Dillman 1865) 

(sema) 

Harari® 

— 

— 

bssrat^ 

Arabic 
(Wehr 1966) 

— 

'sani'>a 

— 

bisara 

Old Aramaic 
(Degen 1969) 

— 

sn"^ 

"enemy" 

(srp) 

Egypt. 

Aram. 

— 

Syriac 
(Payne Smith 

1903) 


sna 

— 

sbarta^ 

Hebrew 

(BDB) 

— 

saneC^) 

ro 

sarap 

/ O 

besora(h) 

Ugaritic 
(Gordon 1965) 

— 

sn"^ 

srp 

bsrt 

AJckadian 
(CAD, AHw) 

Q 

samu^ 

"buy" 

— 

sarapu 

bus (s) urtu 
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Colwm-B Cognates 



"rib" 

" (molar) 
tooth" 

"frog" 

"lizard" 

"hyena" 

Mehri 

(Jahn 1902) 

dala'> 

mdar^h^^ 

dafadCot 

dafdat 

dobb 

— 

Mehri 

(Carter 1847) 

dthellah 

madthora 

dthafz'at 

dthob 

— 

Mehri 

(Thomas 1937) 

— 

muzerah 

sofdat 
(I!;14 

zob 

<_ 

zop 

— 

Harsusi 
(Thomas 1937) 

-- 

— 

sofdaiyait 

zuflden 

zob 

— 

Botahari 
(Thomas 1937) 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Shahari 
(Thomas 1937) 

— 

— 

— 

izob 

kop 

— 

Shahari 
(Bittner 1917) 

dela'^ 

— 

— 

dobb 

— 

Socotri 
(Leslau 1938) 

dalhll 

/ V13 

niB zorQS-^'^ 

— 

— 

dab’' ah 

ESA 

(Conti Rossini 

1931, Jamme 1962) 

— 

drs^ 

— 


— 

Ethiopia 
(Dillman 1865) 

— 

ders 

— 

— 

ss'' iil^ 

Arabic 
(Wehr 1966) 

dilT 

dlla"^ 

dirs 

difdat 

dabb 

dab’^ 

dabu^ 

Targumic Aramaic 
(Sperber 1959-62) 


(’^ars'3) 

Syriac 

? urdtana 

C' aba) 

Syriac 

(fab'^a) 

Syriac 

Hebrew 

(BOB) 

sela’' 


separdea'^ 

sab 

"lizard"? 

"tortoise"? 

sahua*^ 

Ugaritic 
(Gordon 1965) 

sl’^ 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Ak)cadian 
(CAD, AHw) 

selu 

— 

mus a'> f ir^nu 

— 

— 
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Cnluim-B Cognates 



"earth" 

"egg" 

"enemy" 

"ta)ce, 
seize" 

Mehri 

(Jahn 1902) 

ard 

bidayt 

dorr 

"schaden" 

daybat 

Mehri 

(Carter 1847) 

— 

— 

— 

dthot 

Mehri 

(Thomas 1937) 

— 

— 

— 

01 

Harsusi 
(Thomas 1937) 

— 

biz 

— 

iaibut 

Botahari 
(Thomas 1937) 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Shahari 
(Thomas 1937) 

< 

airz 

— 

~ 

feubut 

Shahari 
(Bittner 1917) 

erd 

— 

derr 

"schaden" 

d (b) et 
dot 

Socotri 
(Leslau 1938) 

““ 

— 

der (r) 
"battre" 

diybet 

"etre 

saisi" 

ESA 

(Conti Rossini 

1931, Jamme 1962) 

’rd 

— 

dr 

— 

Ethiopic 
(Dillman 1865) 

— 

— 

darr 

d abat'd 

Arabic 
(Wehr 1966) 

’ard 

bayda 

darra 

"second 

wife" 

dabata 

Targumic Aramaic 
(Sperber 1959-62) 

’ar’ a 

be’ in 
"eggs" 

<^arta 

"rival 

wife" 

— 

Hebrew 

(BOB) 

’tres 

besa (h) 

sar 

aabat 

"hold out 

Ugaritic 
(Gordon 1965) 

ars 

— 

srt 

msbtm 

"tongs" 

AJtkadian 
(CAD, AHw) 

ersetu 

besu 

serra 

sabStu 
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Column-B Cognates 



"laugh" 

"ill" 

"narrow" 

"wash" 

Mehri 

(Jahn 1902) 

dahak 

marid 

dayug 

rehad 

Mehri 

(Carter 1847) 

yadthahok 

— 

— 

rahadtha 

"clean" 

Mehri 

(Thomas 1937) 

klhak 

hahak 

marak 

"sickness" 

— 

rahaz 

Harsusi 
(Thomas 1937) 

kihak 

i^hoq 

mirlk 

— 

rahaz 

Botahari 
(Thomas 1937) 

sahaq 

(■s!;is 

merez 

— 

— 

Shahari 
(Thomas 1937) 

kihak 

kahag 

marik 

— 

rahak 

Shahari 
(Bittner 1917) 

dhak 

merid 

dig 

rhad 

Socotri 
(Leslau 1938) 

dahak 

mrd 

"caus. 
guerir" 

— 

rahad 

ESA 

(Conti Rossini 

1931, Jamme 1962) 


mrd 


— 

Ethiopic 
(Dillman 1865) 

sahaqa 

— 

— 

rahada 

"sweat"^^ 

Arabic 
(Wehr 1966) 

dahika 

marid 

dayyiq 

rahada 

Targumic Aramaic 
(Sperber 1959-62) 

hayyek^^ 

mra^ 

'^ag 

('rhc; 

Egypt. 

Aram. 

Hebrew 

(BDB) 

sahaq 

nimras? 

"grievous" 

suga (h) 
"pressure" 

rahas 

Ugaritic 
(Gordon 1965) 

shq 

mrs 

ssq 

"exert pres¬ 
sure" 

rhs 

Akkadian 
(CAD, AHw) 

sahu?21 

marsu 

~ 

rahasu 

"uberschwemmen 
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THE "MINOR" CORRESPONDENCES AND OTHER PROBLEMS 


Shahari 

Thomas' Shahari word-list (1937) has a number of in¬ 
stances of z corresponding to 1 in other Semitic languages, 
and indeed in the other MSA languages: 

"dear (expensive)": ghuii, ghoyzi, Mehri gholi, Harsusi 
ghali, Botahari gh'Sll, Arabic gall. 

"egg": gaihizin, gaihizun, guhaiiil, M gohalet, Socotri 

gehell hen. 

"filled": mizi, M mila, H maila, mil's, Arabic mali'>, 
Hebrew male('f) , Akkadian main, etc. 

"fish-hook": kiza, gi^a, M gailai. 

"indigo": nuz, nui^, M nai'fl, H nai'^1, nil, B anilit, 

Arabic nil(a). 

"lungs": kizi, M killaiyitin, Arabic kulya "kidney/" 
Syriac kuiya "kidney/" etc. 

"salt": miz(a)hot, M milhat, H milhat, Socotri milho, 
Arabic milh, Syriac melha, Hebrew melah. 

"these": izenu, M iliySma, ilih, H Ililma, Ilih, B 

ailan, ESA (Sabaean) '^In, Arabic (ha)'^ula'^i, Hebrew 
'^eile (h) , etc. 

"those": ikukun^, iseku, M laik, H ilik, B ailak, ilak, 

Arabic '^ula'^ika, etc. 

"Ali": Aki < Arabic ’^Ali 

"God": O^, M AbaKi) , B Abaili, H Abali 

In two of these cases, Shahari itself has allomorphs with 1 
{gShol "eggs" and aqalait "fish-hook(s?)"; cf. also kell^n, 
qalan "infant" but qizun "infants"). 

These correspondences have not been included in our 
charts since they obviously result from a relatively recent 
conditioned sound-change in Shahari. Nevertheless, they are 
of interest for what they reveal about the nature of the 
Shahari voiced fricative-lateral. 

The conditioning of the Shahari sound-change seems ob¬ 
vious . All of the above examples have i or y immediately 
before or after the new Shahari z. Frictionless I remains 
(in gohol, aqalait, kellen, qalan, and of course in many other 
words) where there is no high front vocalic segment in the 
immediate vicinity. However, there are numerous cases where 
1 remains in spite of a contiguous i or y (e.g., qaillas, 
qilzete, qilaizut "button(s)," dahalll "hole," khUli "hoi- 
low>" khulif "instead of," qillld, qailid, aqilidit "key.(s)," 
sailot "life," dhakil "heavy," etc.). The above formulation 
will therefore have to be treated as only a first approxi¬ 
mation . 
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It is interesting to note that other investigators, work¬ 
ing independently and using different data, have noted this 
sound-change and isolated the same conditioning factor. The 
first discussion of the sound-change appears in the first pub¬ 
lished description of Shahari (Fresnel 1838b): 

Pour rendre le son du J, il faut chercher a 

/ / 

prononcer un z, en portant 1'extremite de la langue sous 
les molaires superieures du cote droit. Exemples; 
zisch, de son pere; ssouyzi, il a prie. Ce qu'il y a de 
curieux, c'est que cette articulation barbare tient lieu 
de la plus douce consonne qui soit au monde, le J lam 
c 'est a dire 1'I, et ne la remplace que par euphonie 
(euphonie hhimyarique, bien entendu). En effet, est 

pour lisch, mot qui en renferme trois, et correspond 

a I'arabe 'i**-;^,a son pere, ou de son pere. Le J 
lieutenant du J, indique la possession ou le genitif, ou, 
plus generalement, la dependance, (comme le j en 
ethiopien, et je crois dans les memes circonstances); le 
est ce qui reste du mot 't-vj I ip, pere, et le P est le 
pronom affixe de la troisieme personne masculine du 
singulier. Dans ssouyzi, qui a pour racine 

ssolot, orient ou priere, le ^ suivi du P, tient lieu 
d'un double J lam; c'est le mot il a prie; avec 

d'autres voyelles que les voyelles arabes de ce mot: 
c’est ssoulli au lieu de ssalla. Dans le ^ qui 
remplace le premier J lam, on aperijoit une tendance aux 
11 mouillees. Cependant, apres le son de la voyelle ou 
{—)I je n'entends que celui du consonne pure, comme 
I'y du mot yeux, et ensuite une espece de z ou de o dhal 
qui, pour mes oreilles, n'a aucun rapport avec I'l. 
Mouhhsin, qui est beaucoup plus pirate que grammairien, 
ne se doutait pas que cette lettre j put tenir lieu d'un 
0) , et maintenant il en est parfaitement convaincu; 
mais comme le rapport acoustique qui doit exister entre 
ces deux articulations echappe completement a nos sens, 
je n'ai pas voulu representer la nouvelle articulation 
par un J avec addition d'un point, de peur qu'on ne 
s'imaginat que le son de I'une a quelque ressemblance 
avec celui de 1'autre. 

Fresnel's remarkable insight that the sequence yz in 
ssouyzi had developed out of a palatalized 1^2 was taken up by 
Yushmanov (1930:385) who pointed out the conditioning factor 
and showed — using Fresnel's data — that four other Shahari 
phonemes have palatalized allophones in the immediate vicinity 
of i.23 

More recently, T.M. Johnstone (1970b:508fn) has described 
the same change in similar terms,on the basis of his own 
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fieldwork. His failure to cite Fresnel and Yushmanov would 
seem to indicate that he was unaware of their work on the sub¬ 
ject. 

It is also interesting to note that the same sound-change 
is known from the Bantu languages. Meinhof has reconstructed 
palatalized 1 as one of the two or three Ur Bantu ancestors of 
in the Bantu languages (Doke 1954:42). 

The path which leads from a palatalized I to a fricative 
1 is not difficult to find: when the blade of the tongue is 
raised for the palatalized I, the sides may also be raised to 
the extent that the passage of air between them and the palate 
is impeded. The result is a voiced fricative-lateral. 

Mehri 

In his Grammatik der Mehri-Sprache in Sudarabien (1905: 

9) Alfred Jahn notes that in Mehri steht wie d in agypt.- 
arab. Dialekte offers fiir z" citing as examples dahcir "er 
wurde sichtbar" (= Arabic zahara) , ha§^ "Teil" (= Arabic 
hazz) , and mentadayr "auf etwas achtsam" (= Arabic muntazir ). 
Sometimes a form with the expected z is attested in Mehri 
alongside the form with d (ibid., 6-7) : nbdef "abblirsten" 
alongside nbzef, hen^auf "ausbreiten" alongside henzauf, 
medallet "Schirm" alongside mezallet. 

We have not included this correspondence in the charts 
because the Mehri lexical items on which it is based are al¬ 
most certainly Arabisms from the local ZufarT dialect which 
the Mahra speak as a second language. In this dialect, as 
we have seen^S, z has shifted to d and merged with it; con¬ 
sequently, d is the reflex of etymological z. 

It is interesting to note that Thomas' Mehri word-list 
(1937), which in general contains a much lower percentage of 
Arabisms than that of Jahn (1902),26 seems to have no in¬ 
stances of z for etymological z with the exception of the 
place-name ^afur (< ZafSr, a variant of Zufar occurring in 
medieval texts).'^' This observation lends some support to 
our conviction that the d = z correspondence uncovered by 
Jahn is not what we would call a "genuine" correspondence. 

ESA 


The voiceless, unemphatic sibilants of ESA have been 
the subject of a protracted, but rather sterile, debate. 
Fortunately, it is not necessary for us to enter deeply into 
this debate or review its long history, since all sides agree 
upon the point which concerns us most: that (^ ) corre¬ 
sponds to MSA i, Arabic s, Hebrew s, etc. (Cantineau [1932] 
1935-45:314, Stehle 1941:520-1, 529, Leslau 1938a:32, 

Beeston 1951:14, LaSor 1957:168). 
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Similar unanimity once existed about the phonetic value 
of y as well. In 1932, Cantineau wrote that "les trois 
systemes de transcription [currently in use] s'accordant a le 
noter par ...s" (1935-45:315) and in 1943 Hofner could still 
claim that " ? ziemlich einheitlich ... mit s transkribiert 
wird" (1943:18). 

This phonetic transcription of $ had already become 
standard in the nineteenth century, based as it was on two un¬ 
assailable facts: 

a) ESA jS was an adaptation of the Canaanite symbol w 
(= Hebrew v ) which stood for the phoneme s. 

b) ESA corresponds etymologically to Arabic s. 

Gradually, however, the realization began to dawn that, all 
other things being equal, more weight should be given to MSA 
than to Arabic in reconstructing the phonology of ESA. This 
realization, implicit in the work of Cantineau ([1932] 1935- 
45:316) was first made explicit by Lesiau (1949:98): 

We think too much in terms of North Arabic when we dis¬ 
cuss problems of Epigraphic South Arabic... 

Beeston (1951:15fn) took up this theme and developed it: 

For [the nineteenth-century south-arabists], being 
as they were ignorant of the very existence of MSA, 
it was no doubt natural to assume a phonological 
identity between ESA and its etymological equiv¬ 
alent in Arabic, that being the nearest neighbor 
they knew to ESA. For us, who have to reckon with 
the evidence of MSA, the case is widely different. 

In response to (a), it was pointed out that the verdict 
of comparative orthography was not unambiguous, since Canaan¬ 
ite W, in some areas at least^S, represented s and s poly- 
phonously (Cantineau [1932] 1935-45:315, Beeston 1962b;230). 
Other arguments for the standard transcription advanced by 
Stehle (1941:537,540) were convincingly refuted by Beeston 
(1951:15-6), who concluded that: 

The assumption that the ESA symbols , and had 

the same phonetic value as their etymological cognates in 
MSA is one which is worth while considering at least as a 
working hypothesis. 

Beeston later (1962b:225) retreated from this position, 

p 

allowing that "doubt may subsist as to whether was real¬ 
ized, as in MSA, by [i],2^ or, as in the Arabic of Sibawaihi's 
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time, by [ 5 ]." The present writer, however, continues to 
believe in the validity of Beeston's earlier arguments and 
conclusions, especially since the value [ 5 ] is far from es¬ 
tablished even for Sibawaihi's Arabic. 

In any case, it is clear that the South Arabian in¬ 
scriptions provide no independent evidence for or against the 
lateral hypothesis. Phonetic descriptions of ESA and, for 
that matter, of ESA d, are based entirely on data from MSA, 
Arabic, or some other external source. It is for that reason 
that we have treated the controversy about in this chapter, 
instead of devoting a separate chapter to it. 

Ethiopic s and d 

The chart indicates that s is merged with s in the tra¬ 
ditional pronunciation of Geez. The same is true of d (also 
transliterated z’) and s (also transliterated s’). In fact, 
the mergers reflected in the traditional pronunciation seem 
to be very ancient. According to Ullendorff (1955:111) : 

The present purely orthographical difference between 
s and s and between s’ and z’ can be shown to have 
reflected a real distinction in sound only in the 
earliest stages of Ga'^'az... 

This conclusion follows from the fact that interchanges of s 
with s and d with s are already present in the Aksum inscrip¬ 
tions dated by Littman to the 7th-12th centuries and in the 
earliest Ethiopic manuscripts. 

Accordingly, there is no direct evidence for the original 
pronunciation of Geez d or s. Leander (1925:92) tried to show 
that the former was an emphatic [z] in the earliest stages of 
the language, but his argument rests on the unlikely assump¬ 
tion that Proto-South Semitic d was realized [d]- 

Arabic d 

The phonetic value of Arabic d will be discussed in great 
detail in the chapters that follow. The discussion will be 
based almost entirely on ancient sources since none of the 
modern dialects (Colin 1930a:92) and only some of the modern 
reading traditions show contrasting with Moreover, those 
reading traditions which do distinguish between and real¬ 
izing the former as [d] and the latter as [d] or [z], have 

• • 

certainly not preserved the original value of >, which is 
known to have been a fricative. How then did this real¬ 
ization arise? 

It has long been recognized that the reading traditions 
in which is realized as [d] are located in areas (usu- 
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32 

ally urban) where colloquial ^ is realized as [d] . 

The "classical" pronunciation of as [d] is nothing other 
than the colloquial pronunciation, as Fischer (1968:55) 
explains in the following passage: 

Im neuarab. Sprachgebiet hat das Phonem > - drei 
Realisationstypen: 1 . ^ = stiiranhafte, emphatische, 

interdentale Spirans, 2. d = stiiranhafte, emphatische, 
dentale Explosive, 3. ^ = stiiranhafte, emphatische, 
laterale Spirans. Die Realisation i findet sich in den 
sog. Beduinen-Dialekten des Nordens, die Realisation 
d in den sog. Stadt-Dialekten, die Realisation d im 
Sliden und zwar sowohl in den neuarab. als auch in den 
neus'vidarab. Dialekten Sudarabiens. Das d der 
Stadtmundarten ist erst innerneuarabisch an die Stelle 
von d getreten: d > d entspricht dem Ersatz der anderen 
Interdentalen d und t durch die entsprechenden Explo- 
siva d und t. Der Ausspracheunterschied von stadtisch 
d und beduinisch d wurde von den Qoranlesern sekundar 
zur Differenzieruiig der Phoneme d> und ^ des Klass.- 
Arab. genutzt, indem sie fiir is> d, fiir d (d) ausspre- 
chen. Diese Differenzierung zwischen !f und ist 

zweifellos sekundar und enthalt keine Reminiszenz an 
die alten Phoneme. 

This theory, according to which the contrast ^ ^ was 

secondarily restored, becomes much more plausible as soon as 
one realizes that two other contrasts — ^ — and b : o 

may have been secondarily restored in precisely the same way; 
namely, by importing the interdental pronunciation for one of 
the pair while leaving the other as a dental stop. In other 
words, we are suggesting that there was a short period of time 
in which the urban reading traditions in question did not 
distinguish b, from b from o, or from >, any more than the 
corresponding urban dialects did. The loss of the three con¬ 
trasts would have bothered orthoepists, who were concerned 
with preserving the correct pronunciation of the Qur'^an. 

Keenly aware, as they were, that their native dialects no 
longer preserved the three interdentals which still existed in 
many other dialects (bedouin, sedentary and even urban), it 
was only natural that they should suppose that the loss of the 
three contrasts was the direct result of the loss of the three 
interdentals, ignoring the fact that even in the other, more 
conservative dialects the contrast between ^ and ip had been 
lost. The proportion b;C,;; 6 : 0 ::J=:Jp which we find 
reflected in many reading traditions can be explained as 
the product of such a mistaken belief and need not, there¬ 
fore, be taken as historically accurate. 
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Aramaic s 

We have followed current practice in transcribing Old 
Aramaic orthographic <s> as s where etymology (or subsequent 
replacement by <s>) dictates. The justification for this 
practice, i.e., the proof that <s> was polyphonous in Old 
Aramaic (and Official Aramaic as well), comes from the later 
graphemic split of <s> along etymological lines. In other 
words, the fact that <s> later replaced precisely those in¬ 
stances of <s> which correspond to MSA i, ESA s^, Arabic s, 
etc., while <s> remained when corresponding to MSA s or h, 

ESA s^, Arabic s, etc., indicates that etymological s and s 
must have been phonetically33 distinct in Aramaic all along. 
The alternative solution, that they merged unconditionally 
but later re-split in such a way that they re-created the old 
word-classes, is impossible, not only for purely statistical 
reasons but also because the old word-classes show no phonetic 
conditioning whereas any new word-classes carved out of the s 
word-class by a split would ordinarily^'^ have to be phoneti¬ 
cally conditioned. 

Aramaic g 2 

The justification for distinguishing between and g 2 
(i.e. the proof that <q> was polyphonous in Old Aramaic) 
comes, as in the case of <s> (see above), from the later 
graphemic split of <q> along etymological lines, in which 
those instances of <q> which came from PS d were replaced by 
<‘^>, and those instances of <q> which came from PS g remained. 
The former are labeled gj, the latter, g^. 

The phonetic identity of g 2 is still an open question 
(Degen 1969:36) even though the vast majority of Semitists 
seems to have accepted Nbldeke's rather half-hearted sugges¬ 
tion (1875:73) — inspired, no doubt, by the similarity be¬ 
tween the mergers *g > (attested in many Semitic languages, 
including Aramaic) and g 2 > ^ — that it was a voiced uvular 
fricative which differed from gj primarily in manner of artic¬ 
ulation. That the difference might have been one of place 
rather than manner was not even considered until recently when 
an Americanist (Jacobsen 1969:152) pointed out the striking 
similarity between g 2 > and Nootka *g’ > (where g’ is a 
uvular glottalized ejective and ’ is a glottal stop with 
pharyngal constriction resembling Arabic ibid., 125), 
and wondered aloud whether g 2 might possibly have been re¬ 
alized [q’l. This theory, of course, presupposes another 
theory, known to Jacobsen through Martinet 1953, namely 
that the PS emphatics where very much like their modern 
Ethiopian reflexes,^^ and, in particular, that g^ was re¬ 
alized [k’]. Taken together, the two theories portray Old 
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Aramaic as having had a contrast between and g’ — a situ¬ 
ation which is not uncommon but which is, nevertheless, suf- 
iciently unstable to explain the siabsequent shift of q 2 
away from (ibid. , 152). It is worth noting that the 
same picture of Old Aramaic was suggested to the present 
writer (before he came across Jacobsen's article) by the 
fact that in the traditional Hebrew of Georgian-speaking 
Jews, <q> is realized [k’] and <‘^> is realized [q’] 

(Garbell 1954:234-5, Morag 1972:1133). 

The advantages of Jacobsen's theory are several. Not 
only does it provide a functional explanation for the shift of 
g^ to pharyngal position (if we may be permitted to focus only 
on the merger prevented by the shift and ignore the one caused 
by but it also provides an interesting new interpreta¬ 

tion of the change *g 2 > g in ghk "laugh" and t "oppress," 
according to which g is the non-emphatic correlate of g 2 and 
g 2 > g is simply a dissimilatory loss of the emphatic feature 
(cf. Aramaic z‘>'r "be small" < s’'r < *sgr and z'^'g "shout" < 
*s‘^g} . Finally, Jacobsen's theory is compatible with a post- 
Old Aramaic date for the merger of *g with in Aramaic, 
whereas Noldeke's theory, as Rosenthal (1936:24fn) has point¬ 
ed out, is not: 

Das problem des Auftretens von p fur ursem. ’'’^.hat 
Brockelmann...durch die Annahme gefbrdert, dass ^ bei 
der nichtsem. Bevolkerung Syrians zu einem g-laut 
verschoben sei. Allerdings ist es dann nicht ohne 
waiters einleuchtend, warum man nicht J? , das damals 
auch noch den Lautwert g hatte, geschrieben hat. 

Whether or not this difference actually represents an advan¬ 
tage of Jacobsen's theory over Noldeke's depends in large 
measure upon the correctness of Rosenthal's assertion that g 
was still unmerged in Old Aramaic. The present writer is com¬ 
pelled to admit that he, like Degen (1969:37) , has been unable 
to ascertain what Rosenthal's basis might have been for that 
assertion. In any event, a new basis for the assertion has 
now been provided by Ginsberg's discovery (1970:123) that the 
scribe of the cuneiform Aramaic incantation from Uruk "seems 
to distinguish g from , expressing the former by h and leav¬ 
ing the latter unexpressed." 

A problem of considerable interest, but one which has 
been largely ignored by Semitists, is the transition pro¬ 
blem: by what route did apical d shift to postdorsal g 2 ? 

It is obvious that there will be at least as many solutions 
to this problem as there are theories about the phonetic 
identity of d, but it is worth noting that some of these 
theories make for .an easier solution to the problem than 
others. In particular, explaining how d was able to travel 
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virtually the entire length of the tongue without undergoing 
a single merger is easier with a theory which posits a lat¬ 
eral d than with a theory which posits a central d, for the 
simple reason that the lateral route to the back of the mouth 
is much less crowded than the central route. Once at the 
back of the mouth, it would have been a simple matter for d 
to discard its lateral feature and arrive at its Old Aramaic 
place of articulation. The entire shift, starting from the 
PS value of d reconstructed by Cantineau ([1951-2] 1960:284) 
and Martinet (1953:71) and ending at Jacobsen's q 2 , would 
look something like this: 

ti’ > gi’ 

glottalized glottalized 

alveolar uvular 

affricate- affricate- 

lateral lateral 

A striking parallel to the middle stage of this shift is 
attested in Zulu (Doke 1926:115): 

There is an interesting variant to the [glottalized 
velar] lateral affricate; it is used by certain Zulu 
speakers who always substitute it for ki’, though its use 
by the Zulus is not nearly so widespread as the latter. 

In this sound, the explosive element is k, while the 
fricative element is the ordinary velar unvoiced frica¬ 
tive X. The sound is produced over the center of the 
back of the tongue and is ejective...kx’ and ki' are 
interchangeable and not phonemically different. 

Many other parallels could be adduced from the Northeast 
Caucasian languages, where the Proto-North Caucasian lateral 
affricates and fricatives geherally yield palatal, velar, and 
uvular stops and fricatives. This characteristic of the 
Northeast Caucasian languages has been described in great de¬ 
tail by Trubetzkoy in his study of "Les consonnes laterales 
des langues caucasiques septentrionales" (1922). In this 
study (pp. 200-202), Trubetzkoy reconstructed the shift 

*ti > *ki- > *kx > k 

voiceless voiceless voiceless voiceless 

alveolar velar velar velar 

affricate- affricate- affricate stop 

lateral lateral 

for much of Northeast Caucasian — the major exceptions being 
Archi and the Avaro-Andian^^ languages which preserve ki. 
Trubetzkoy's later realization (1930:90) that the diaphoneme 


> gx’ > 

glottalized glottalized 
uvular uvular 

affricate stop 
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in question was a glottalized ejective makes the parallel with 
Aramaic even stronger. 

A second development reconstructed by Trubetzkoy (1922: 
202) for the same group of languages 


voiced 

alveolar 

affricate' 

lateral 


voiced 

alveolar 

fricative- 

lateral 


voiced 

velar 

fricative- 

lateral 


y 

voiced 

velar 

fricative 


brings us back to Noldeke's g 2 and shows us that the latter 
could easily have developed out of a velarized voiced frica¬ 
tive-lateral A development from a glottalized fricative- 

lateral d, i.e. [i’], would require only one additional step: 
the spontaneous de-glottalization of d, where the voicing of 
the resultant phone could be attributed to the fact that the 
glottal stricture required for glottalization is closer to 
that required for voicing than to that required for voice¬ 
lessness (Ladefoded 1971:17). The fact that no other Aramaic 
emphatic underwent this change does not necessarily argue a- 
gainst this reconstruction because [i’] would certainly have 
been the least audible of all the emphatics. In any event, 
the fact that the MSA languages shifted [i’] to [^] (Fresnel 
1838b:546, Yushmanov 1930:384, Johnstone 1970a:296fn) while 
retaining all the other glottalized emphatics except [0’] 
(Johnstone 1975a:156)39 proves that such a development is 
entirely possible. A development from Cantineau's affricate- 
lateral d, i.e. [ti’J, is less likely, but cannot be excluded 
in view of the marginally attested shift of [ti’] to [y] in 
Dargwa (Trubetzkoy 1930:90), a Northwest Caucasian language 
of the Lakk-Dargwa group. 

Hebrew s 


It is generally accepted today that Biblical Hebrew had 
a phoneme /s/ contrasting with both /s/^0 and /s/'^l, even 
though the Hebrew alphabet had no special sign for this 
phoneme until the Masoretes, a thousand years after the 
Biblical period, created one. Moscati's discussion (1964b: 

33) is typical: 

This consonant appears in Hebrew and in Biblical Aramaic, 
but without a graphic sign of its own (the symbol for s 
is used, and a diacritic mark was introduced at a late 
date as part of the Masoretic pointing). Hence it may be 
thought that it is merely a secondary differentiation 
of s; yet an examination of the correspondences in the 
other languages suggests its original autonomy... 



42 - Correspondence Sets Containing the MSA Laterals 

In other words, unless the perfect one-to-one correspondence 
of Masoretic W with Arabic s and with ESA is to be written 
off as a mere coincidence, the only possible conclusion is 
that kt stands for something which goes back not merely to 
Biblical Hebrew but all the way to Proto-West Semitic. More¬ 
over, says Moscati (ibid., 35): 

There are...indications of an autonomous s in the Tell 
Amarna glosses and in the Egyptian transcriptions of 
North-West Semitic names. 

The present writer feels that Moscati presents a fairly 
strong case for the existence of a s-phoneme in Biblical 
Hebrew and in Canaanite — or at least the Moscati of 
sections 8.29 and 8.33 does. The Moscati of 8.34 seems to be 
a new man: 

As for Hebrew, it is, of course, well known that the 
Masoretes indicated a graphic distinction between s and 
s by placing a point either above the left side of the 
letter (for s) or its right (for s), the same symbol hav¬ 
ing always served for both consonants. The distinction 
may be based on ancient tradition, but we have no 
reliable evidence for this: the indications furnished by 
the Tell Amarna letter from Jerusalem are insufficient 
(S8.33), and the famous passage in Judges 12,6,according 
to which the Ephraimites pronounced s as s, probably 
points to a dialectal differentiation rather than to the 
existence of an independent phoneme s . In any case, the 
phenomenon which formed the basis of the Masoretic dis¬ 
tinction must have been of fairly limited extent, since 
by and large s and s appear to have coalesced in one 
single consonant (just as they possessed one graphic 
symbol only). It has,therefore,been conjectured that the 
Masoretes may have generalized a purely dialectal dif¬ 
ferentiation . Indeed, the Akkadian, Greek, and Latin 
transcriptions of Hebrew names do not distinguish be¬ 
tween s and S; and St. Jerome, in a well-known passage 
(Onomastica sacra, p. 36), shows that he knows of s, s, 
and 2, but not of s. 

This passage is puzzling, not only because of the contra¬ 
dictions between it and the preceding passages, but also in 
its use of "Akkadian, Greek and Latin transcriptions of 
Hebrew names." Kutscher (1965:39) has dealt with this sub¬ 
ject in a devastating critique of Garbini 1960 (without, 
however, noticing a footnote where Garbini cites Moscati's 
Preistoria e storia del consonantismo ebraico antico as his 
source): 
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Garbini's views on p. 45 are incomprehensible: 

"The Akkadian transcriptions do not distinguish between 
/s/ and /s// and the same holds true of the Greek and 
Latin transcriptions." After all Akkadian had only 
one phoneme /S/ paralleling Proto-Semitic /d/ and /S/ 
of Hebrew and Aramaic. How, then, could Akkadian dif¬ 
ferentiate in notation between the two? Garbini's 
words concerning Greek and Latin transliteration are 
even more bewildering; after all these languages could 
not express even a Semitic /s/, since they did not have 
a proper sign for it, s and a respectively being their 
means of denoting all sibilants in any foreign language. 
Therefore, how can any conclusion be drawn from the fact 
that they had no notation for the /s/? Would Garbini try 
to prove on the basis of these transcriptions that Semit¬ 
ic /s/ has never existed? 

Moscati's use of Jerome to impeach the credibility of 
the Masoretic testimony is another weak link in his argument, 
since, as Sperber pointed out forty years ago (1937-8:115, 

150), Jerome's teachers may have been heirs to a tradition of 
Hebrew different from that of the Masoretes — specifically, 
a tradition influenced by the dialect of the northern kingdom 
of Israel. Sperber's assumption, based (not too solidly) on 
Judges 12:6, that V had only one value in northern Hebrew, is 
corroborated by the Samaritan reading tradition (Ben-Hayyim 
1961:16), which has a good many northern traits, some of which 
(but only some) were noted by Sperber himself (op. cit., 151- 
2). And since northern Hebrew often agrees with Phoenician, '^2 
additional corroborating evidence for Sperber's assumption may 
be deduced from that language — assuming, of course, that 
Harris' arguments for a monovalent W in that language (1936: 

22, 1939:33-4) are sound. 

It need hardly be added that the present writer agrees 
with Sperber's assumption concerning northern Hebrew W, and 
yet he cannot help wondering why it is necessary to go to 
such great lengths to explain Jerome's failure to mention 
the dual pronunciation of w. It was difficult enough for 
Jerome to explain to his non-Jewish readers that the reason 
why the "same" Hebrew word (i.e. the same in Jerome's Latin 
transcription) may sometimes be translated in different ways 
is that Hebrew has three letters for s. Should he also have 
explained that one of the Hebrew letters represents two 
sounds? This would have required a good deal of explaining 
in a period when letters and sounds were not always distin¬ 
guished. Why add this confusing detail to an already confus¬ 
ing picture? 

Moscati speaks of a "purely dialectal differentiation" be- 
between s and s which the Masoretes "may have generalized." 
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From the slightly fuller discussion in Moscati 1954 (p. 54), 
it seems clear that he means by this that the Masoretic 
reading tradition had its origins in a dialect of ancient 
Hebrew different from the one(s) in which the Bible was writ¬ 
ten. Interpreted in this way, Moscati's'^^ proposal is at 
least intelligible, if not convincing.In Garbini's hands 
(1960:48), however, Moscati's proposal undergoes a subtle but 
fatal change.The "dialect" in which the Masoretic distinc¬ 
tion between w and it originated turns out to be — Aramaic: 

[I primi segni sicuri di un'autonomia di s] nascono 
verosimilmente in seno all'aramaico...In seno a 
tale dialetto, provocato probabilmente da fattori 
esterni, mi sembra vada ricercata 1'origins della 
distinzione tra s e s, distinzione poi estesa anche 
alia lettura dell'ebraico biblico.^® 

This identification of Aramaic as the source of Masoretic 
'v provides further grist for Kutscher's mill (1965:40): 

Still, assuming for the moment that Hebrew did not 
have a /s/ phoneme, it had somehow mysteriously developed 
in Aramaic and under the impact of Aramaic the Masoretes 
decided to introduce it into Hebrew. This may be accept¬ 
able in roots containing /s/ which are found both in 
Hebrew and Aramaic; for example, T®! ; folowing Aramaic, 
the Masoretes chose with /s/. But what about the 

many roots with /s/ which are not found in any Aramaic 
dialect, for example words like , n’701? 

nw , and so many others? Why did the Masoretes read 

those w graphemes as /s/? 

To fully understand this aspect of Garbini's theory, one 
must view it in its historical context, that is, as an out¬ 
growth of the views of Paul Kahle. Kahle saw the Masoretes 
as reformers who, based on their knowledge of Aramaic and 
Arabic, attempted to restore long-lost phonological and mor¬ 
phological features of ancient Hebrew to the official reading 
tradition. In Kutscher 1965, the arguments advanced by Kahle 
in support of this theory are considered together with 
Garbini's contributions, and, like the latter, are thoroughly 
refuted. In the present writer's view, a similar fate awaits 
any theory which credits the Masoretes with having played any 
sort of active role in shaping the reading-tradition which 
they recorded, for, as Schramm (1964:64) has pointed out: 

...all levels of analysis would seemingly lead to 
the observation that the Massoretes could not have sat 
down to their task by deciding which reading made the 
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most sense at a given point. If they had worked this 
way, then a highly regularized patterning would have 
been likely. It would seem much more probable, then, 
that the Massoretes simply reduced to a writing system 
the pronunciation of biblical Hebrew that was tradition¬ 
al for them, i.e., that one generation had learned by 
rote from the prior generation. 

Kutscher's final rejoinder (op. cit., 41) to Garbini is 
worth quoting in full as a summary of the traditional view: 

Garbini's view in the matter is so far-fetched, and 
creates so many problems, that one wonders why he con¬ 
ceived it in the first place. The accepted view regard¬ 
ing this matter has long been quite simple. Canaanite, 
Hebrew and Aramaic had adopted the alphabet used by a 
certain Canaanite nation (or city) in whose language the 
Proto-Semitic phonemes /s/ and /s/ had merged. (This 
happened in several Semitic languages, for example 
Ugaritic, Akkadian, etc.) It was only for lack of choice 
that the grapheme for /s/ was employed to represent /s/ 
as well (the realization of /s/ at that period apparently 
was closer to that of /s/ than of /s/). This process is 
quite frequent when one language borrows its alphabet 
from another. 

This view is an uncomplicated one and Garbini him¬ 
self is quite familiar with it (see, for example, p. 34 
regarding Aramaic inscriptions). It is for this reason 
that the Aramaeans were forced to use the sign T also for 
Proto-Semitic /d/ (in the Aramaic inscriptions). The 
Arabs, when they adopted the Aramaic alphabet, also had 
to employ a single grapheme for two or more phonemes, for 
example e /h/ and /x/- The diacritical marks came only 
later (just as the Masoretes later differentiated between 
TP and’®). Could Garbini, on the basis of the above, ar¬ 
gue that these various phonemes had never existed in 
Arabic? Obviously, as mentioned above, /s/ was original¬ 
ly closer to /§/, therefore the grapheme of /s/ = was 
chosen to represent it, but it tended later to develop 
towards /s/, until it finally merged with it. The same 
happened in Aramaic as well. This development in Hebrew 
might be due to Aramaic influence. 

For all its brilliance, Kutscher's response to Garbini is 
flawed by his failure to see what is bothering Garbini (and 
Moscati). Indeed, he admits this failure at the beginning of 
the passage just quoted. To him, "the accepted view regard¬ 
ing the matter has long been quite simple." But is it? After 
all, Kutscher himself states that examples of D for ® in the 



46 - Correspondence Sets Containing the MSA Laterals 

Bible "clearly prove that the shift /s/ > /s/ took place to¬ 
wards the end of the Era of the First Temple." How, then,did 
the Masoretes, a thousand years later, still know about the s- 
phone(me)? Could it have been preserved by tradition after 
disappearing from colloquial Hebrew (and Aramaic)? How could 
tradition have preserved an exact list of the words which were 
pronounced with this unusual sound rather than with s? These 
questions, based though they are on a misunderstanding, form 
the unspoken background of the Italian school's doubts about 
the reliability of the Masoretic s-tradition. 

The misunderstanding referred to above is the assumption 
made by Moscati (1964b:35-6; quoted above) and Garbini (1960: 
48) that the Masoretes intended their 0 grapheme to represent 
a s-phoneme distinct from s and s. As Schramm(1964:19) has 
pointed out: 

It is quite certain that for the Tiberians, < s > was 
nothing more than another way of writing < s >, since, 
in the passage cited above in connection with the pro¬ 
nunciation of < r >, the letter < s > is cited among 
the environments for the lenis articulation, but the 
examples illustrating this point are spelled with < s > 
as well as < s >, and < s > itself is not listed sepa¬ 
rately as one of the environmental factors. 

Further evidence for Schramm's interpretation comes from 
the Babylonian and (some of) the Palestinian pointing systems 
where we find 17 instead of 17 (and 17 instead ofl7.) This 
symbol suggests a kind of kStib-gere — ketlb V, gere D "s is 
written but s is read" (cf. Yoma 75b: ktyb ^Zyw wqrynn styw) 

— and like the proper, it has to be understood 

against the background of an established reading tradition 
(Kutscher 1959:35) which was relatively independent of the 
received consonantal text (cf. the Talmudic distinction be¬ 
tween the rri'iqvaZ'^) and the masove^ and which the Masoretes 
endeavored to preserve alongside the latter. 

It is highly probable that the same is true of the 
Tiberian 17 , and that it should be seen as an allograph of 
0 rather than as a representation of a remembered s. Does 
this mean that Garbini is right in denying that Biblical 
Hebrew had a phoneme s? 

It is paradoxical that our interpretation of 17 as a 
sign for s does not diminish its value as evidence for an 
ancient Hebrew s, at least in the eyes of those who take the 
comparative method seriously. It is true that the existence 
of Masoretic 17 can be explained simply and directly — with¬ 
out positing the existence of s in ancient Hebrew — by the 
assumption of a conditioned merger of s with if we are 
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willing to ignore the peculiarity of a conditioned sound- 
change which shifts the s of 

sahaq, sa^'ar, sahat, ^akar, ^akur, ^Mrim, SSde, Soreg, 
ni'sba’' , hi^bia^ , ma'&kil, , '&ibro, "^um, 

'&am, na&im, mi'&ra(h) , heres, qeres, pe^a^ 

when they mean (respectively) 


"laughed," "hair of," "squeezed," "he hired," "hired," 
"officials," "field(s) of," "choice vines," "we shall 
become satiated," "he caused to become satiated," 
"skillful," "burden," "he caused to bear," "his hope," 
"to put," "he put(s)," "we shall put," "dominion," 
"earthenware," "grits," "step" 

but not when they mean 

"pulverized," "gate of," "slaughtered," "he became in¬ 
toxicated," "intoxicated," "singers," "breasts of," "is 
hissing," "he swore," "he caused to swear," "bereaving, 
miscarrying," "lending on interest," "he beguiled," "its 
interpretation, the breaking of it; his grain," "garlic, 
"there," "women," "juice," "secretly," "crop," "sin." 


But how can we ignore the peculiarity of a conditioned sound- 
change which affects ^nly those instances of s which corre¬ 
spond to MSA i, ESA s , etc. (plus a number of etymologically 
indeterminate cases) and leaves all the others untouched? 

The answer is that we cannot, and that Masoretic w still 
provides evidence for the existence of s in ancient Hebrew, 
even if it does not represent it. It is important to realize 
however, that the evidence provided by Masoretic ip is no dif¬ 
ferent from the evidence provided by the late-Biblical and 
post-Biblical replacement of ancient W by 0 where MSA has i, 
ESA has , etc.^^ The thread which binds V to s is 
strong,but it is visible only through the lens of the 
comparative method. 


Hebrew s 


There is a serious possibility that etymological d and s 
were not merged in Biblical Hebrew, as is usually assumed, 
but that they simply shared the same (polyphonous) grapheme. 
This possibility is explored at the end of chapter xiv. 

Ugaritic S 

Since Ugaritic s is the reflex of the two PS phonemes - 
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s and s — most scholars assume that Ugaritic has carried out 
a merger of those two phonemes. However, in view of the wide¬ 
spread practice in the Syria-Palestine area of writing s and s 
with the same sign, the possibility that two phonemes lie 
concealed behind the Ugaritic <s> grapheme (Rin 1968:12) 
should be kept in mind. 

Ugaritic s 

In the standard dialect of Ugarit, d is merged with s; 
however, it has been suggested (Harris 1939:35) that Ugaritic 
has a second, more archaic dialect in which d was still a dis¬ 
tinct phoneme. The evidence for this dialect comes from the 
famous UT 75, a text in which etymological d appears several 
times as z rather than s. According to Harris (loc. cit.): 

...the writer of [this tablet] seems to come from an 
area of speakers among whom the phoneme [d] still existed 
and was, for lack of a sign, represented by the sign for 
[d] 

Another possibility is considered by Harris (loc. cit.) in a 
footnote: 


The alternative explanation would be that in the 
dialect of [this tablet] too the phoneme [d] no longer 
existed, but that here it had merged with [d]. 

A third interpretation has been proposed by Blau (1970: 
43) according to which the appearance of d for etymological d 
reflects nothing more than scribal archaizing. As evidence 
for this scribal practice, Blau adduces two apparent hyper¬ 
corrections in UT 77, a text closely related to UT 75 which, 
by chance, has no examples of etymological d. Another piece 
of evidence comes from the word dars at the beginning of UT 
75. If the customary (Gordon 1949:53, Driver 1956:71, Rin 
1968:255) interpretation of this word {d-ars "of the earth") 
is correct, we have here an isolated but telling example of 
s for PS d in UT 75. (Gordon's statement (1965:27) that "in 
75 every reflex of appears as z" is puzzling.) This example 
would seem to show that the Ugaritic dialect spoken by the 
scribe of UT 75 was no different (in this respect, at any 
rate) from the standard dialect of Ugarit. 

Akkadian s 

Like most sound laws, the law which states that PS s 
appears in Akkadian as s has its share of troublesome excep¬ 
tions. There are cases where s appears to be the Akkadian re- 
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flex of PS s, and, in fact, our chart contains two of them: 
bus(s)urtu "tidings" and kabsu "young (male) sheep." The 
latter is not attested until the Neo-Assyrian period (CAD 
s.v.) and even then it is rare; it may therefore be a loan¬ 
word. The former, however, cannot be explained away so 
easily, since it is already attested, with an s, in the Old 
Babylonian period period (2000-1500 BCE). In fact, the root 
of bus(s)urtu has been cited (Harris 1936:22) as an example 
of the rule that: 

Every word in a language has its own history, and 
single cases cannot be made the basis of phonetic 
discussion. 


Today, forty years later, we cannot claim to have ad¬ 
vanced far beyond this "explanation," but we do have a better 
idea of the dimensions of the problem, thanks to a brilliant 
dialectological study by Goetze (1958). 

Goetze's study established that in the Southern and 
Middle Euphrates dialects of OB, the sibilant of bu-Su-ur-tum 
was neither s (always expressed by the set ZA ZI ZU) nor s 
(always expressed by the set SA SI SU) but a third sibilant, 
s^, expressed by SA SI SU. This sibilant appears consistently 
in a rather small set of words: 


s^ebe "seven" 
s^adldum "?" 

s^adarum "arrange in rows" 
s^alimum "peace" 
s^amum "red" 


s^umum "redness, red spot" 
bus^urtum "good tidings" 
tabs^irtum "good tidings" 
mans^um "ruler" 
sas^um "shout, call" 


and replaces s at the beginning of the third person suffixes 
(su, sa, sunu, sina) when they are attached to a word ending 
in s (e.g. res + sa — -res^s^a "her head"). 

The obvious question to be asked at this point is whence 
this sibilant came and whither it went. In answer to the 
second half of the question, it is generally agreed that by 
the Middle Babylonian period (1500-1000 BCE) Sx was merged 
with s, even in southern Babylonia and the Middle Euphrates 
region (Goetze 1958:148, Aro 1959:331). The first half of 
the question is much more difficult. According to Goetze 
(1958:140) the answer boils down to a choice between two 
possibilities: 


Either [it] developed under special conditions which are 
to be defined from one of the known sibilants, or it re¬ 
presents an unknown sibilant inherited from PS but not 
yet otherwise recognized. 
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Actually, there is a third possibility, but we shall for the 
moment accept the choice which Goetze offers us. 

It should be stated at the outset that we cannot expect 
any help from the writing system in making this choice. The 
Old Akkadian syllabary had only three contrasting sets of 
signs available to express the entire range of sibilants, and, 
thus, the lack of orthographic evidence of contrast between 
Sx and s in Old Akkadian is not in any way conclusive. 

That being the case, we are forced to turn with Goet$ to 
inferences of a very tenuous nature to resolve the issue. 
Goetze argued (ibid., 40) that must go back to PS since 
"no special conditions are observable" in the distribution of 
Sx — special conditions which would have justified the 
alternative view (later adopted by Aro (1959:331)) that 

was a conditioned retention of Old Akkadian s. The fact 
that Goetze's theory creates a PS phoneme which suffered the 
same distinctive fate (namely, merger with s in the words for 
"seven" and "peace," merger with s in the word for "tidings," 
and merger with s or s in the word for "arrange") in all of 
the Semitic languages except Akkadian (ibid., 149) seems not 
to have bothered him; and, given the prevailing assumption by 
Semitists that Akkadian by itself constitutes one of the two 
major branches of the Semitic family, there is no reason why 
it should have. What should have bothered him, however, is 
the fact that the Assyrian dialect of Akkadian, as represent¬ 
ed by the Kiiltepe tablets (Hecker 1968:117,52,65), has a s 
in the words for "seven" and "peace" (and in the s + 

pronoun combination) rather than Sx or s, thus agreeing with 
West Semitic and proving that is a Babylonian innovation. 

Another objection to Goetze's solution is that it is 
more complicated than the evidence requires; for, although the 
correspondence of OB to both s and s in West Semitic can 
theoretically be attributed to a split of in the latter 
(Goetze's solution), it can also be attributed to a merger of 
s and s in the former — a solution which is far more econom¬ 
ical in that it exploits the fact that a merger of s and s in 
Akkadian has been established on other groiinds. In other 
words, Sx corresponds to both s and s in West Semitic because 
it is a chip off the Old Akkadian phoneme (namely, s) which 
was created through the merger of PS s and s. 

Our final criticism of Goetze's solution is that his 
argument-by-elimination is based upon a false choice: 

Either [it] developed under special conditions which are 
to be defined from one of the known sibilants, or it re¬ 
presents an unknown sibilant inherited from PS but not 
otherwise recognized. 
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This statement ignores the possibility that OB developed 
from more than one of the Old Akkadian sibilants, no doubt be¬ 
cause Goetze, like Aro (1959:331), did not realize that one of 
the OB Sy-words — sasum — appears in Old Akkadian with an s 
(Gelb 1957 s.v. SS'^; cp. Old Assyrian sasa'^um with an . 

This possibility cannot be eliminated by noting that the 
word-class as a whole does not exhibit any "special condi¬ 
tions ." It can be eliminated only by showing that the ety¬ 
mological subdivisions of the word-class (e.g., the s^<s 
word-class, the Sjf<s word-class, etc.) do not exhibit such 
conditions. At present, the question is academic since our 
knowledge of Old Akkadian is not yet full enough to enable us 
to set up these etymological s\ib-divisions. But the evidence 
we have considered thus far gives reason to believe that when 
the facts are known, they will show that — if it actually 
is a phoneme rather than an allophone of /s/^^ — was an OB 
innovation. 

Proto-Semitic s 

It has long been an established tenet of Semitic linguis¬ 
tics that PS had three contrasting voiceless unemphatic sibi¬ 
lants : s, s, and s. Each of these proto-phonemes has been 
preserved unmerged (but not necessarily unaltered phonetical¬ 
ly) in a number of Semitic languages. 

Thus, for example, PS s is preserved unmerged in MSA, 

ESA, Ethiopic, Arabic, Old and Official Aramaic, and Biblical 
Hebrew. In order not to pre-judge the question of the exist¬ 
ence of s in PS, we can re-formulate this last statement as a 
purely empirical observation: The MSA, ESA, Ethiopic, Arabic, 
Old Aramaic and Biblical Hebrew phonemes which enter into 
correspondence set A at the beginning of this chapter do not 
enter (regularly) into any other correspondence set. 

All of these facts are well known and would not require 
repetition if it were not for a recent claim by Garbini (1971: 
34) that "the very existence of a Semitic phoneme /s/ is high¬ 
ly questionable." It is somewhat premature to refute this 
claim since Garbini has promised (ibid., 32fn) a paper defend¬ 
ing it, but the broad outlines of his argument can already be 
seen. Having discredited, or so he believes, all of the 
evidence for Hebrew and Aramaic s (Garbini 1971:34,37) , he 
is now free to claim that s is a South Semitic innovation, 
created by secondary split out of PS s. As evidence, Garbini 
can point to the fact that in all languages outside the South 
Semitic group — namely, Akkadian (including Old Akkadian), 

Old and Official Aramaic, Biblical Hebrew, Phoenician, and 
Ugaritic — etymological s is orthographically indistinguish¬ 
able from etymological s. Nevertheless, even if we ignore (as 
does Garbini) the persuasive evidence that, for Hebrew and 
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Aramaic at least, orthography does not tell the whole story, 
we can still show, by means of reconstructed minimal pairs, 
that the contrast between s and s evidenced in South Semitic 
definitely goes back to PS. 

One such reconstructed minimal pair is PS sakurum "intox¬ 
icated" ; sakurum "hired" (although the first vowel — a — is 
uncertain^®). The reconstruction is particularly solid since 
it rests on minimal pairs in two widely separated languages: 
Hebrew sakur "intoxicated" : sakur "hired" and Geez S3kur "in¬ 
toxicated" : sakur "hired." Furthermore, the roots alone are 
attested in various forms in a number of other Semitic lan¬ 
guages: Akkadian sakru "intoxicated," Ugaritic skr "become 
intoxicated," skr "hire," Syriac skar "become intoxicated," 
Arabic sakira "become intoxicated," sakara "thank,Mehri 
skor "thank." It should especially be noted that our recon¬ 
struction is solid even if we accept Garbini's thesis that 
Hebrew s was artificially differentiated from s by the 
Masoretes. In that case, the words for "intoxicated" and 
"hired" would be homonyms in Hebrew, while contrasing in 
Geez. The standard procedure in such a situation is to 
assume that the homonymy is an innovation and the contrast, a 
retention (Hoenigswald 1960:121-2). 

Another minimal pair which can be reconstructed with some 
confidence is PS sab^(at)um "seven"^^ : sab^ (at)um "satiety." 
This time, our evidence comes from a wider variety of lan¬ 
guages: Shahari s(i)be'^t^^ "seven" : seb"^et "satiety," ESA 

s^b’^ "seven" : s^b'' "satiety," Arabic sab^ "seven" : sab’' 
"satiety," Syriac sba’^ "seven" : sba’^ "satiety," Hebrew szba’^ 
"seven" : saba'^ "satiety" (not a minimal pair, of course^®) 
and Ugaritic sb’^t "seven" : sb’^t "satiety." We might also 
mention Akkadian sebe "seven" (with s instead of the expected 

and ^ebu "to satiate oneself." 

Another minimal pair worth mentioning is PS saraqa "he 
stole" : saraqa "he combed." Unlike the others we have dealt 
with thus far, this one cannot be reconstructed solely from 
minimal pairs in the daughter languages, since actual minimal 
pairs are attested only^2 Shahari, where we find seroq "he 
stole": seroq "he combed," and in Socotri, where we find 
heraq^^ "he stole" : seroq "he combed." Nevertheless, both 
members of the pair seem to have, individually, a good claim 
to PS pedigree: 

(1) "he stole": Shahari seroq, Mehri hiroq, Socotri 
heraq, ESA s^rq, Geez saraqa, Arabic saraqa, 

Akkadian saraqu (inf.) 

"he combed": Shahari seroq, Socotri seroq, Syriac 

/O 

sraq, Hebrew sariq (pass, part.) 


(2) 
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Our last minimal pair is PS para&a "horse (accus. 
cstr.^^)" : parasa "he spread," reconstructed from Arabic 
farasa "horse, mare (accus. cstr.)": fara'&a "he spread" and 
Hebrew parhs "horse" : paras^ "he spread." Evidence for this 
reconstruction comes from Mehri^® firhin "horse, mare," ESA 
frs^ "horse," Geez faras "horse," Syriac par'S.sa "horseman," 
pras "spread," and, according to Brockelmann (1928 s.v. pras) , 
Akkadian rapc&u "become wide." 

Any of the minimal pairs we have discussed suffices to 
show that PS already had a phoneme s distinct from s. Gar- 
bini's final assault on the s, if it is to have any chance of 
success, will have to be directed against these minimal pairs. 


^Note that we occasionally find 2 for k before front vowels in 
Socotri. 

^Cf. Leslau 1958 s.v. sipa(h). 

^For an explanation of the unusual correspondence, see the section 
entitled "Akkadian s" in this chapter. 

^For an explanation of the unusual correspondence, cf. Leslau 1937:215 
and Beeston 1951:8. 

^Note the s in this word, presumably reflecting the rather early merger 
of s with s; see the section entitled "Ethiopic s and d" in this chapter. 

^The metathesis here is probably at least partially the result of con- 
teunination with sbar "hope." 

'For an explanation of the unusual correspondence, see the section en¬ 
titled "Akkadian 2" in this chapter. 

Cf. Leslau 1938 s.v. siom. 

^Old Akkadian sa’amum and Old Assyrian sa'^Smum. 

^*^Cf. Leslau 1958 s.v. sarap. 

^^Note that > h after consonants or in final position in Socotri 
(Leslau 1938:19). 

^^"In M and H the sound change 2 > h > h is not infrequent" (John¬ 
stone 1973:100). Actually, two independent sound-changes are involved 
here, both of which are discussed at the beginning of chapter ii. 

l^This form is from Johnstone 1975b:10. 

I'^This is probably a mistake; see chapter ii, fn. 35 and chapter xiv. 

^^Note the s in this word, presumably reflecting the rather early mer¬ 
ger of d with s, see the section entitled "Ethiopic 2 and d" in this chapter. 

^^Note that '^ > 7 in the vicinity of in Syriac; cf. the discussion of 
Mandaic ahk in chapter xiv. 

^^Cognates in some of the modern Ethiopian languages (Gafat, Selti- 
Wolone and Zway) preserve the meaning "wash" (Leslau 1958 s.v. rahas). 

^®This is probably a mistake, see chapter xiv. 

^%or an explanation of the unusual correspondence, see chapter xiv. 

^^For the analogical process which produced this form, cf. Barth 1902: 


1 . 


21 

22 


See chapter xiv, fn. 15. 


“^Actually, Fresnel thought that yz had developed from a palatalized 
geminated 1, but Yushmanov ignored this minor detail cind rightly so, since 
the same sequence appears in Thomas' ghoy^i (alongside ghuzi) "dear" as the 
reflex of a simplex 1 (cp. the cognates cited above ). Moreover, the option¬ 
al nature of the y in the word for "dear" seems to suggest that it is a non- 
phonemic on-glide to a palatalized fricative-lateral rather than the reflex 
of the first half of a geminated 1 as Fresnel believed. Note that the op¬ 
tional i in the word for "indigo" is synchronically identical with the y of 
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ghoyzi and that, even though it is to some extent historically motivated, it 
is not exactly the reflex of the y of *niyl > *nayl. One could say that the 
original glide (of *niyl > *nayl) was "stored" in the neighboring segment 
(the fricative-lateral) in the sense that it palatalized it, and that it is 
free to reappear (non-phonemically) whenever it likes. 

^^/s/ has a variant (or variants?) which Fresnel transcribes ch or si, 
e.g., lichin "tongue" (cp. PS lisanum) and chiro "navel" (cp. PS surrum); /k/ 
has a variant tch or tsy, e.g., -tsi "you both, we both" (cp. Mehri, Harsusi, 
Socotri -ki (Johnstone 1970b));/g/ has a variant dz or dj; and /q/ has a 
variant ttch or tss (note that the gemination in these two allographs de¬ 
notes glottalization) , e.g., ttchln "scorpion" = Thomas' ichi'>in (1937:282) 
(cp. Mehri gubSln (Thomas 1937), gabln (Jahn 1902), kabeen (Carter 1847)) 
and schoutssi "he drank" = Thomas' shidzi (cp. PS sag3). 

24"2 > 2 in the contiguity of close front vowels;" cf. also 1970a: 

305fn. 

^^See chapter ii. 

26This may be due to the fact that some of Jahn's informants came from 
Mahra-land (west of Zufar) where the influence of Arabic is very strong (von 
Maltzan 1873:253, quoted in chapter ii, above) or it may be simply due to the 
fact that Thomas elicited less sophisticated lexical items. 

‘^'The use of this Arabic name (rather than some reflex of the ancient 
name S^a'^kalhan) by all of the MSA-speaking tribes does not necessarily mean 
that they are new-comers to the region. In fact, there is another place- 
name — Hanan — which suggests the contrary. Hanun is a spot just north of 
the Qara Mountains of Zuf5r where Bait Kathir tribesmen go during the harvest 
season to pick frankincense and where pre-Islamic frankincense storage bins 
have been uncovered (Phillips 1966:196-7). An ESA inscription at the spot 
gives the ancient name of Hanun as S^'^nn, or S^a'^n^n as vocalized by Jamme 
(cf. Hebrew sa'^anan "untroubled," used several times in the Bible of 
"abodes" and "resting-places":). It has not hitherto been noted that 
Hanun is the expected outcome of S^a'^n^n in Mehri, where s (the reflex of 
ESA s^) is weakened to h between a word-boundary and a vowel (also inter- 
vocalically), and etymological a is raised to u. Arabic mediation 
between ESA and MSA is of course conceivable here, assuming that the ESA 
place-name passed into Arabic after the sound-change s > s had ceased to 
operate in the latter (otherwise, ESA S^a'^n^n = [Sa^nSn] would have been 
transformed into *Sa'’n^n in Arabic, a form which could not have yielded 
Hanun in Mehri), but it would be gratuitous to assume such mediation 
since no Arabic form of the name (i.e. with s rather than h) has been 
reported. 

28in other areas, these two phonemes merged, but there is no reason to 
assume that in all such areas the merger product was realized [S] rather 
than [s] . 

^^In order to avoid confusion, I have substituted [4] for Beeston's 

[s] . 

^*^Blau (1970:59fn) writes that "Sibawaihi's description, on which 
Beeston relies..., might, pace Beeston, well exhibit s..." Blanc (personal 
communication) is even more sceptical: "That Sibawayhi meant his descrip¬ 
tion of s to convey an ich-Laut seems highly unlikely." 

^^See chapter iv. 

^^Cf., for example, Cantineau [1941] 1960:56, Moscati 1954:31, and the 
reference cited by the latter. 

^^And probably, but not necessarily (Labov, Yaeger and Steiner 1972: 
255), functionally distinct as well. 

^“^Chen and Wang (1975:259,263) have found unconditioned splits in 
Chinese and Swedish, but it remains to be seen how general this phenomenon 
will turn out to be. 

2^See chapter ii, fn. 5. 

^^The traditional interpretation is that the presence of two postdor¬ 
sal fricatives in these roots violated Semitic incompatibility rules and led 
to dissimilation (Yushmanov 1926:44). 



55 


37 

It should be noted, however, that one dialect of Avar (the Jar dia¬ 
lect) has carried out the same shift (Gudava 1964:133,135). 

38cf. the realization of Old Arabic d discussed in chapter iv. 

^^According to Johnstone (1975:156fn5, only Shahari preserves [0’]. 

,, Minimal ^pairs (for the meanings, see below in this section): sahaq : 

sahaq, : sa'^ar, sahat : sahat, sakar : iakar, sakur sakur, Marim': 

sarim, sede ; sede, soreq soreq, nisba'^ : ni^a'^, hisbia'^ : hisbia’^, ma^kil 
waskll ,^^massa('^) : massaC^) , hissiC^) : hisiiC^), sibro ; sibro, sum ; sum, 
sam : sam, nasim : nasim, misra(h) : misra(h), htre.s : gercs ; gtres. 

We must, of course, Iceep in mind that when the history of Hebrew is better 
known, many of these minimal pairs will be judged anachronistic, either be¬ 
cause their members come from different periods or because they did not be¬ 
come minimal pairs until after s merged with s. The minimal pair sarim "offi¬ 
cials : sarim "singers" may be an example of the latter type of anachronism 
since the word for "officials," unlike the word for "singers," originally had 
a geminated r. 

^ ^^Minimal pairs: sar, sara(h) "official" : sar, sara(h) "sullen," 
niskar "was hired" : niskar "was shut up," nistar "broke out" : nistar 

, /O * O 

"hid" (Ben-Hayyim 1959:15), sa£aq "sufficed" : sa^aq "slapped, clapped," 
hiskil "acted prudently" : hiskil "acted foolishly," romes "creeping": 
romes " trampling." 

^‘‘Cf. the forms yn "wine" and st "year" in the Samaria ostraca, and 
the ke:tib bhsdh "in the field" in II Kings 7:12. 

^^The proposal really is Moscati's although one would not know it from 
the formulation in Moscati 1964b ("It has therefore been conjectured"); cp. 
the original Italian formulation in Moscati 1964a:38 and 1954:54. We might 
add that a similar idea was considered by Schramm (1964:19): "...it may be 

that the manuscript tradition, where Tiberian < s > and < s > are both rep¬ 
resented by the same skeletal letter, was based on a dialect of Hebrew in 
which, as in Samaritan Hebrew, the sound values of < s > and < s > fell to¬ 
gether, while the oral tradition stemmed from another dialect, where the 
sound values of < s > [and] < s > instead, merged." 

^'^Since the Biblical text itself already shows s for etymological s and 
vice versa. 

■^^Garbini's close adherence to Moscati's presentation makes it easy 
to see where Garbini has re-interpreted an idea of Moscati's. 

46"rj,he first certain signs of an autonomous s probably appear in 
Aramaic...It is in this dialect, it seems to me, probably under the influence 
of external stimuli, that we must look for the origin of the distinction be¬ 
tween s and s, a distinction which was then extended to the reading of Bibli¬ 
cal Hebrew." 

^^The present writer's view of the k^tib-q'bre system thus coincides 
with that of Morag (1960:121-2, 1963a:xxiv-xxvfn, 1969:183-4), Goshen- 
Gottstein (1963:94), Schramm (1964:64-5), and Revell (1970:6-7), rather than 
that of Orlinsky (1960) or the "general consensus of scholarly opinion" 
criticized by the latter (ibid., 185). 

^®In fact, this is precisely the way Garbini (1971:34) interprets the 
partial replacement of B? by 0 in Aramaic after the Persian period — a pro¬ 
blem which, as we shall see in a moment, is the same as the problem of the 
Masoretic jp . 

49cf. our discussion of the parallel phenomenon in Aramaic in the 
section entitled "Aramaic s" (this chapter) and the arguments presented 
there. 

^*^Nevertheless, it is entirely conceivable that there were sporadic 
cases of s > s in Hebrew due to dissimilation, contamination, or what-have- 
you. These would also show up as in the Bible. Consider, for example, 
the hypothetical case of a Yiddish-speaking Masorete assigned the task of 
pointing the word wbf in the Mishnah. Originally, this word was pronounced 
[sammas] but in Eastern Europe the word became [samias] . Thus, our hypothe¬ 
tical Masorete — faithful to his oral tradition — would have to produce 
the form ipo® - 
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^^Nevertheless, it is entirely conceivable that there were sporadic 
cases of s > s in Hebrew due to dissimilation, contamination, or what-have- 
you. These would also show up as V in the Bible. Consider, for example, 
the hypothetical case of a Yiddish-speaking Masorete assigned the task of 
pointing the word ca® in the Mishnah. Originally, this word was pronounced 
[sammas] but in Eastern Europe the word became [samas]. Thus, our hypothe¬ 
tical Masorete — faithful to his oral tradition — would have to produce 
the form ipa® • 

^Ipor simplicity's sake, I have substituted d and d for Harris' ^ and 
t, respectively. 

^^This form (Hecker 1968:65) confirms that the of sas^um is a reflex 
of s, since < OAkk s shows up as s in OA, as we saw above. 

^^The latter possibility is suggested by the fact that the Akkadian 
word for "call" contained an /s/ before and after the OB period. The as¬ 
sumption that the OB word for "call" also had an /s/ (i.e. that 
was an allophone of /s/) would make for a simpler historical picture, 
but this consideration is not necessarily decisive. 

^^See the section entitled "Hebrew s" in this chapter. 

See the sections entitled "Aramaic s" and "Hebrew s" in this chap¬ 


ter. 

Since Geez a does not ordinarily come from PS a. 

^^The semantic change from "wages" to "reward" (cf. Hebrew sakar 
"wages, reward") to "thanks" ( = "verbal reward") is transparent. 

^®We should, however, admit the possibility that the first vowel of 
this word was i. 

The metathesis of e and in this form may be non-phonemic. 

°^The probable proto-forms — *sab'^ and *saba'^ — come much closer 
to being a minimal pair. 

See the section entitled "Akkadian s" in this chapter. Old 
Assyrian, however, has s (Hecker 1968:115). 

Arabic does have a minimal pair saraqa "he stole" : saraqa "he 
split" but the latter meaning is not close enough to the required one. 

Note that s > h in Socotri between an initial word boundary and a 
vowel, and intervocalically (Leslau 1938:32-4). Cp. the conditioning of the 
corresponding Mehri merger in footnote 27, above. 

From Arabic and Akkadian we reconstruct the fact that, in PS, nouns 
dropped their final nasal in the construct state. This rule can also be in¬ 
ternally reconstructed from the Hebrew alternations of "^ab, '’ah, ham (abso¬ 
lute) with ’’abi, ’’ahi, hami (construct and suffixed). 

®^This is not quite a minimal pair in the Tiberian vocalization due to 
a difference in the V 2 position. Since this difference is apparently the re¬ 
flex of a contrast between verbal and nominal stress in Hebrew (Nyberg 1952: 
33-4, but cf. Blau 1972:65 for a different interpretation) which could be 
very old, we cannot simply side-step the issue by appealing to the Sephardic 
reading tradition or the Palestinian vocalization. And if the accentual con¬ 
trast between verbs and nouns turns out to be a PS feature, we may have to 
exclude this pair from our list of PS minimal pairs. 

^®The Shahari form, according to both Bittner (1917:27) and Thomas 
(1937:302) is ferhin. This is one of the few Shahari forms which have h 
as a reflex of PS S. 
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Our search for fricative-laterals outside of Modern South 
Arabic quite naturally begins with Arabic — first, because 
Arabic is geographically and genealogically close to MSA; 
second, because Arabic preserved almost the entire stock of 
Proto-Semitic phonemes until comparatively recent times; and 
third, because we possess some excellent native decriptions 
of the Arabic sound-system in the eighth century and later. 

The targets of our investigation are p dad and P sin, 
for, as we have seen, they are the Arabic phonemes which 
correspond to MSA ^ and i. In the case of p we do not have 
far to look. It is widely accepted today that the normative 
Arabic p described by the grammarians was a voiced emphatic 
fricative-lateral or lateralized fricative (the difference 
will be discussed later). The list of scholars who subscribe 
to this view is as impressive for its quality as for its 
quantity: 

Bosworth (1974:135) 

Fischer (1968:56) 

Blanc (1967a:296) 

Fleisch (1965:75, 1968:16) 

Gaudefroy-Demombynes and Blachere (1952:25) 
Rabin (1951:33) 

Cantineau ([1941] 1960:55, [1951-2] 1960:284) 
Leslau (1938:30) 

Bravmann (1934:53) 

Colin (1930a:92) 

Bergstrasser ([1928] 1963:135) 

M. Cohen (1927:173) 

Yushmanov (1926:42, [1938] 1961:9) 

Ruzicka (1909:171) 

Vollers (1893:145, 1906:13) 

Konig (1877:33) 

Lepsius (1861:136) 

It is one of the ironies of scholarly history that Richard 
Lepsius — a brilliant linguist whose bibliography includes 
books on Ethiopic, Egyptian history and hieroglyphics, Nubian 
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and the classification of African languages, Persian cuneiform 
and the Zend alphabet, and Oscan and Umbrian — has gotten no 
credit for his idea. Leslau, for example, called it "I'idee 
de Vollers" (1938:30), no doubt because Vollers himself was 
less than consistent in citing the source of this idea. 
Yushmanov (1926:42) quoted Konig's definition of dad as an 
"emphatisch assibiliertes i" (1877:33) without realizing that 
it had been tal^en word for word from Lepsius (1861:136) with¬ 
out acknowledgement. And despite Yushmanov's citation, 

Fischer (1968:55) was able to claim that: 

Zweifel an dem Ansatz If = d ausserte zuerst N. Jusmanov... 
1926 wobei er die laterale Realisation ^ als fiir If 
ursprunglich ansetzt. 

The same erroneous attribution (stated somewhat ambiguously, 
however) is found already in Moscati 1954 (p.31). 

Lepsius' accomplishment cannot be fully appreciated un¬ 
less one realizes the great handicaps under which he worked, 
more than a century ago. sTbawaihi's Kitab, which contains 
the earliest (eighth century), fullest, and most reliable 
discussion of f, was not yet known in Europe. (The first 
European edition of the relevant portion (book 2) did not 
appear until 1889.) Similarly, Zamaxsari's Mufa§§al and 
Ibn Ya'^Is's commentary on it (vol. 2) did not appear until 
1879 and 1886 respectively. Instead of these classics, 

Lepsius worked with two late digests of the Arab grammatical 
tradition. The study of phonetics was also in its infancy. 

The first edition of Sievers' Grundzuge did not appear until 
1876 and Sweet's Handbook was not published until 1877. Most 
remarkable of all is that Lepsius made his discovery without 
any help from MSA (although Fresnel's description of the 
fricative-laterals in Shahari had already been published and, 
moreover, was quoted in Wallin 1858, one of Lepsuis' sources). 
In other words, he had absolutely no reason to expect to find 
a lateral f when he first approached the grammarians — on 
the contrary, he had every reason to expect to find a des¬ 
cription which would fit one of the two "classical" pronunci¬ 
ations of cP current in his time. In spite of these handi¬ 
caps, his presentation (1861:135-6) of the case for lateral 
If has never been surpassed: 

Am meisten Schwierigkeit dagegen hat jederzeit der 
dem Zeichen nach entsprechende weiche Laut if ^ gemacht, 
auf dessen richtige Aussprache die Araber soviel 
Gewicht legten, dass, wie Fleischer zu Wallin 
bemerkt,^ Juwaini den Safi^i "den am reinsten redenden 
derer, die das ^ aussprechen," d.h. der Araber, nannte; 
und es vom Kalifen IUmar besonders angemerkt wird, dass 
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er zwischen und cP keinen Unterschied machte.^ Es 

scheint nicht nothig, auf alle die Erklarungen und 
Vermuthungen einzugehen, welche von den neueren Gelehrten 
liber diesen Buchstaben aufgestellt worden sind. Auch 
hier sind die Orthoepisten unsre untruglichen Leiter. 

Sie rechnen den Buchstaben zu den tonenden^ Frikativen.^ 
Dariiber herrscht keine Ungewissheit. Die Schwierigkeit 
liegt vielmehr in dem Orte der Friktionsbildung. 

Schon Xalil rechnet diesen Buchstaben zu den 
Intermaxillares, d.h. zu denen, welche in dem Raume 
zwischen den Backzahnen gebildet werden. Der Verfasser,^ 
der dies anfiihrt, trennt ihn von den beiden andern, die 
Xalil dazu stellt, n'inlich von J und s, und verbindet ihn 
mit 1 zu einer klasse...Die Maroniten® nennen z_ eine 
littera extensionis, quia sese extendit usque ad orqanum 
litterae 1, eine unklare Bestimmung, welche aber 
gleichfalls auf die Nahe der i-Bildung hinweist. Diese 
letztere wird noch genauer so angegeben (Sacy p. 32): 

"Es wird gesprochen von dem Zungenrande [o^uJ latus, 

ora, margo linguae. Sacy ubersetzt statt dessen partie 
anterieure de la languej , aber von dem Theile des 
Zungenrandes, welcher der Spitze am nachsten liegt." 

Nach Wallin (p. 634) wird der Artikulationsplatz des ,> ^ 
als "zwischen dem Anfange der Zungenrftnder und den diese 
Stelle der Zunge beruhrenden Backzahnen liegend" 
angegeben. Von den Orthoepisten wird gesagt (W. p. 633^) 
dass die bstlichen Araber den Laut wie ein emphatisches 1 
aussprechen, und dass diese Aussprache als die normals 
gelte, wahrend einige die der westlichen Araber 
vorzbgen.® Aus alien diesen Zeugnissen geht unverkennbar 
hervor, dass der Laut ^ ein emphatisches assibilirtes I 
war, was sich nun...unschwer und sehr genau aussprechen 
lasst. Man formire ein I mit gleichzeitiger 
Gutturalstellung der hintern Zunge, und lasse den Hauch 
an den Augenzahnen zur tbnenden Reibung gelangen, so 
spricht man das vorgeschriebene normals z^. 

We see here a five-point argument for a voiced fricative- 
lateral j”. 

1. Its place of articulation is said to be the edge of 
the tongue {haffatu 1-lisan), and it is said to be 
voiced and a fricative. 

2. The place of articulation of lam is also said to be 
the edge of the tongue, and no other consonant is so 
described. (This provides a check on the literal 
meaning of haffatu 1-lisan and shows that the Arab 
phoneticians did not mistakenly identify as lateral 
any phonemes which we know to be central.) 
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3. It has the property of '^istitala which has something 
to do with I (an explanation will be offered below). 

4. It was pronounced as an emphatic i in some areas of 
the Arab world. 

5. It was a very unusual sound — so unusual that it 
characterized not only the Arabic language but the 
Arab nation as well. 

There is not much one can add to Lepsuis' brilliant in¬ 
terpretation of the grammarians except in the one area where 
he himself admits to bewilderment: the problem of dad's 
'?istit3la. Before dealing with this problem, however, we must 
deal with a related problem. 

Lepsius and the scholars who followed him concentrated on 
explaining the similarity between the muxraj^ "place of artic¬ 
ulation" of and that of iam, without attempting to inter¬ 

pret the difference between them. That there is a difference 
is obvious from a comparison of Sibawaihi's descriptions (re¬ 
produced in the later digest used by Lepsius) of the two 
places of articulation (p. 453). The muxraj of lam is: 

min fyaffati l-lisani min '>adn'3h3 '>il'3 muntahS tarafi 
1-lisani ma baynaha wa-bayna ma yaliha mina 1-l^anaki 
l-'^a^la wa-ma fuwaiqa ^-^hiki wa-n-nabi wa-r-raba^iyyati 
wa-t~taniyya 

between the tongue's edge, from front to tip, and the 
corresponding section of the palate together with the 
area just above the first premolar, the canine, the 
lateral incisor, and the central incisor. 

The muxraj of (jad, on the other hand, is: 

min bayna '^awwali Ijaffati 1-lisani wa-ma yalihi 
mina l-'^a<jras 

between the beginning of the tongue's edge and the 
corresponding molars. 

It is clear that "this beginning is to be taken as starting 
from the root of the tongue" (Fischer 1965:75) since 

a) the corresponding teeth are called "molars." 

b) (jad precedes lam in the order of the places of artic¬ 
ulation (from back to front). 

c) ZamaxSart's paraphrase of STbawaihi actually reads 
7sJ "root" instead of ?wi "beginning. 

d) the beginning of the tongue's edge at the opposite 
end seems to be called 'fadn'3. haffati 1-lisan. 

e) according to ZamaxSari (Al-Mufassal p. 188), lam's 
place of articulation is the tongue's edge up to its 
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tip but minus its beginning (mS dUna '>awwali hSffati 
1-lisani '^ila muntaha i^arafihi) — this implies that 
the beginning is in the back. 

Assuming that Lepsius was right in concluding that ^ad 
was an "assibilated 1" (i.e. a fricative-lateral), we can 
easily explain why ^ad was made further back on the edge of 
the tongue than lam. We need only quote Doke's description 
(1926:100) of the Zulu voiced fricative-lateral: 

As has been noticed already, differs from I in that 
the side of the tongue is raised sufficiently to produce 
friction with the palate. The air escapes unilaterally, 
but somewhat further back in the mouth than for 1 . 


In other words, the raising of the side of the tongue to pro¬ 
duce friction blocks the passage of air over the front of the 
tongue's edge, making it impossible for air to escape in the 
vicinity of the incisors, the canine or the first premolar. 

With this in mind, we can attempt to interpret the mys¬ 
terious term '^istitala. Many interpretations have already 
been offered. According to Yushmanov (1926:42), '^istitala 
means "a passage lateral," but this cannot be right (Cantineau 
[1951-2] 1960:284), since it makes no sense in the relevant 
contexts and since sin also has '^istitala (STbawaihi pp. 462, 
467,471,477)11, a fact ignored by most modern scholars. 

Fleisch (1965:75) follows Wallin (1858:634) in taking 
'^istitala as temporal length indicating "not...a great extent 
for the place of articulation but rather a dwelling on it, a 
special prolongation of it." 

Most scholars, however, take istitSla as a spatial 
property, referring to the long muxraj of j> (e.g. Jahn 1900: 
854,876,882, Schaade 1911:74, Cantineau [1941] 1960:55). 

These scholars are certainly on the right track since, in 
one place (p. 462), the noun muxraj occurs as the subject of 
the verb '>istat'51a (li'>anna s-sina statala muxrajuha) ; but 
they seem to think that sTbawaihi was talking about an un¬ 
usually long muxraj istitala = length). sTbawaihi's own 
description (p. 452), however, seems to refer to a muxraj 
that gets longer and longer isti^ala = lengthening) : 


wa-'^innaha tuxalitu muxraja gayriha ba^da xurujiha 
fa-tasi^atilu fylna ^ tuxalitu hurufa 1-lisan. 


And it merges into the area of articulation of other 
consonants after it is articulated, and gets longer 
and longer until it merges into [the area of articula¬ 
tion of] the consonants of the tongue. 
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This passage states quite explicitly that the istitala 
does not take place until "after articulation" or, more 
literally, "after [the air used in producing] it passes out 
[of its muxraj] . " Presumably, the muxraj is of normal length 
during articulation; it is only later, in passing or "glid¬ 
ing" to the following vowel (or consonant), that it becomes 
long. 

Since Sibawaihi's next point is that > can easily be 
articulated on the left side of the tongue by simply perform¬ 
ing the same articulatory motions on the left side as one 
usually does on the right, he repeats his description of the 
off-glide in describing (p. 453) the left-sided j>: 

fa~sahula tahwiluha '^ila 1-'^ ay sari li'^annaha tasiru fi 
l^affati 1-lisani fl 1-'^ ay sari '^ila mitla ma kanat fi 
l-'^ayman; tumma tansallu mina 1-'^aysari hatta tattasilu 
bi-hurufi 1-lisani ka-nia kanat ka-dalika fi l-'^ayman. 

And deflectingl3 it [i.e. the airstream of dad] to the 
left is easy, because it goes to the same part of the 
tongue's left edge as on the right edge. Then it slips 
away from the left until it joins the consonants of the 
tongue, just as on the right. 

Here again we see the two stages: first it is articu¬ 
lated, then it glides. But where? Schaade's guess (1911:70) 
that "bei huruf al-lisan (II, 453, 1) denkt Sibawaihi hier 
wohl in erster Linie an Laute wie d, u. dgl." only points 
up the vagueness of the above descriptions. Fortunately, 
these descriptions are not the only sources of information 
about dSd's 'fistit'Sla which we possess. The same feature is 
discussed twice more by Sibawaihi (as Schaade 1911:74 points 
out, cf. also the Grammatica Arabics Maronitarum, cited by 
Lepsius above) , once to explain why I'Sm is assimilated by dad 
(p. 467) and a second time to explain why tS"?, ta?, and dSi 
are assimilated by dad (p. 470). The first of these passages 
uses the verb '^istatala explicitly: 

wa-l-'^ahada ^asara harfan an-nunu wa-r-ra'^u wa-d-dalu 

• • 

wa-t-ta'^u wa-s-sadu wa-t-t'S'^u wa-z-z'Syu wa-s-sinu 

• • « • 

wa-z-za'^u wa-t-ta'^u wa-d-dalu wa-l-ladani xalataha d-dadu 

• • — _ • •• 

wa-s-slnu li'^anna d-dada statalat li-raxawatiha hattS. 

• • • • 

ttasalat bi-muxraji 1-lSmi wa-s-sInu ka-d'S.lika hatfS. 
ttasalat bi-muxraji t-ta'^. 

And the eleven consonants of the tongue-tip are: nun, 
ra'>, dal, ta'^, sad, ta'^, zay, sin, za?, ta"?, and dal; and 
the two which merge into them are dad and sin, because 
dad gets longer and longer on account of its weak con- 
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tact^^ until it joins the place of articulation of lam, 
and the sin does likewise, joining the place of articula¬ 
tion of ta"^. 

One is iiranediately struck by the fact that in this pas¬ 
sage Sibawaihi names lam rather than the "consonants of the 
tongue" as the target of dSd's off-glide, and one is led at 
first to suspect that the substitution was motivated by 
sibawaihi's need to explain why lam is totally assimilated by 
dad (sibawaihi's principle being that total assimilation 
should take place only between consonants which are already 
somewhat similar). That such a suspicion is unfounded is 
proved by the description of s“n in the same passage, and by 
the last of Sibawaihi's descriptions of d5d's '^istitala (p. 
470); 


wa-gad tudgamu t-ta'^u wa-t-t3'?u wa-d-d'Slu fi d-d'Sdi 
li'fannahS ttas'Slat bi-muxraji l-ISmi wa-ta"^ta'>at ^ani 
1-l^mi hatta xalatat '^usUla mS. 1-1'Smu fawqahu mina 
l-'^asnan wa-lam taqa^ mina t-taniyyati mawdi^a t-ta'^ 
li-nhirafiha li'^annaka tada^u li-t-ta^i lisanaka bayna 
t-tahiyyatayn. 

ira'?, ta'?, and dal are sometimes assimilated by dad be¬ 
cause it joins the place of articulation of I'Sm and then 
turns away from lam until it merges with the roots of the 
teeth which iam is above. It does not fall upon the part 
of the central incisors which is the place of articula¬ 
tion of ta'?, because of its [vertically? horizontally?] 
displaced tongue-tip, and because for ta? you place your 
tongue between the central incisors. 

It is quite obvious that the reference to lam in this descrip¬ 
tion is not motivated by any ad hoc considerations. Moreover, 
there is an additional detail here which seems to explain why 
chapter 565 speaks in general terms of the "consonants of the 
tongue," instead of simply saying "lam." 

The passage describes in great detail how the laterally- 
deflected airstream which is characteristic of dad returns to 
its normal course (along the median line of the palate) as the 
articulators are separated. First the side of the tongue is 
lowered, allowing the air to escape further forward — from 
the muxraj of Jam. Then apical contact is broken, allowing 
the air to escape between the tongue-tip and the front teeth, 
slightly above or to the side of the muxraj of ta'^, ta?, and 
dai. It is clear, then, that Sibawaihi needed a term general 
enough to cover both of these stages; his use of the term 
"consonants of the tongue" must be judged in the light of 
that need. 
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LATERAL OR LATERALIZED? 

In discussing the MSA fricative-laterals, we encountered 
Thomas' description of them as "lateralized consonants or 
lisped sibilants" and Murtonen's paraphrase "lateralized 
variants.Cantineau, who seems to have been unaware of 
Thomas' work, used the same term to describe Arabic j> ([1946] 
1960:169,200, [1951-2] 1960:285), and like Thomas, he used it, 
in place of the traditional term "lateral spirant" (Yushmanov 
1926:42, [1938] 1961:9, Bergstrasser [1928] 1963:135), to con¬ 

vey his view of lateralization as something secondary or 
tacked on — a "travail accessoire" (Cantineau [1946] 1960: 
169) . 

Some scholars have accepted this new term (Fleisch 1965: 
75, 1968:16, Bosworth 1974:135); others have explicitly re¬ 
jected it (Martinet 1953:77) or quietly ignored it (Gaudefroy- 
Demombynes and Blachere 1952:25). However, it is difficult to 
avoid the impression that most scholars have failed to grasp 
the full import of the term (as used by Cantineau, at least) 
and, specifically, the fact that a lateralized fricative is 
not simply a fricative-lateral seen from a different perspec¬ 
tive. 

Cantineau views lateralization as the "marque" of a 
"rapport d'opposition privative" ([1946] 1960:169), which 
means that it is superimposed on consonants without re¬ 
placing any of their primary features ([1941] 1960:155-6). 
Consequently, when lateralization is added to a consonant, 
the central passage of air has to be retained along with the 
lateral passage (ibid., 139): 

Les consonnes laterales ou lateralisees, et surtout 
labiovelaires ou labiopostpalatales....sont des consonnes 
ayant en somme deux points d'articulation; un point 
d'articulation principal apical, postpalatal ou velaire, 
et un second point d'articulation lateral ou labial; la 
rupture de ces deux obstacles se produit a peu pres en 
meme temps. 

Or again, earlier in the book, where ^ is first described 
(ibid., 55): 

...la pointe de la langue s'approchait des incisives 
superieures comme pour un d. et le souffle expiratoire 
s'echappait non seulement par la pointe, mais aussi 
par le cote de la langue. 

These descriptions reveal a profound but easily overlook¬ 
ed difference between Cantineau's lateralized fricative ^ and 
the fricative-lateral No air escapes "par la pointe"'in 
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the production of or any other lateral. Given this inter¬ 
pretation, it is highly unlikely that was a lateralized 
fricative since 

a) the muxraj of as described by Slbawaihi, does not 
include the tongue-tip. 

b) to the best of the present writer's knowledge, no 
such phone is attested in any other language. 

c) the existence of such a phone is physiologically un¬ 
likely because of the great effort that would be re¬ 
quired to produce friction at the tip of the tongue 
if the sides of the tongue were lowered. 

Blanc's restatement (1967:296) of Cantineau — "d {<^d) was an 
emphatic spirant with lateral release" — eliminates the last 
of these objections by making the central passage of air and 
the lateral passage consecutive rather than simultaneous, but 
does nothing for objections (a) and (b). 

It is clear then that we must reject Cantineau's con¬ 
ception of >. It is a conception which was designed to ex¬ 
plain the alleged compatibility of dad and lam in Arabic roots 
by distinguishing the primary lateral articulation of the 
latter from the allegedly secondary lateral articulation of 
the former (Cantineau [1946] 1960:200). But are dad and lam 
really compatible? The present writer's own investigation, 
summarized in chapter xiii, indicates that they are not. If 
so, it follows that Cantineau's characterization of j= is not 
only untenable but unnecessary as well. 


^Wallin (1858:633). 

2zamaxSarI has a different tradition aibout TOmar's pronunciation of 
in his Qur’anic commentary Al-Kass3f {Surat al-Takwlr, verse 24). According 
to this tradition ^Umar was able to execute > on both sides (i.e. either 
side) of his tongue because he was ambidextrous. The connecting linJc be¬ 
tween the two traditions may have been one which associated '^Umar with the 
(pld da'^lfa "weak dSd," which originally referred to some unknown variant of 
> (possibly a left-sided j> if the expression wa-huwa '^axaftu "it is weaker" 
in STbawaihi, p. 452, refers to execution on the left side) and later came 
to refer to the > which had shifted to 

^More recently, the traditional equation majhSra = voiced has been 
called into question by several scholars (cf. Blanc 1967) because of the 
appearance of t, g and especially 7 in Slbawaihi's list of the majhura. 

Still, for our piirposes, it is not necessary for majhura to actually mean 
"voiced." It is sufficient that when this feature occurs in fricatives, it 
is always accompanied by voicing. The latter is a fact which has not, to my 
knowledge, been questioned. 

^Actually, the term rixwa is not exactly equivalent to our term "fric¬ 
ative," since the latter is basically an acoustic term referring to the noise 
of friction, while the former is an articulatory term for the second of three 
degrees of stricture: sidda "firm closure," raxawa "weak closure," l~n 
"feeble closure." This interpretation is based not only on the literal mean¬ 
ing of the words and the lists of consonants in each class, but also on 
Sibawaihi's explicit statements (eg. p. 454) that the characteristic of the 
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rixwa which distinguishes them from the sadida is that they "shun, shy away 
from" (tatajafa '‘an) their place of articulation. The fact that Sibawaihi 
classifies m, n, and 1 as sadJda is further evidence for the articulatory 
nature of this system. It is worth noting that some modern phoneticians 
(e.g. Abercrombie 1967:44-5, but cf. Ladefoged 1971:55) also speak of three 
degrees of stricture: "complete closure" (characterizes all stops including 
the nasals), "close approximation" (characterizes all fricatives), "open 
approximation" (characterizes the semivowels and 1). The only difference 
between this system and that of Sibawaihi is in the classification of 1, and 
even here we see from Abercrombie's language (ibid., 50) how close 1 is to 
the category of complete closure: "A lateral is a type of segment produced 
by a stricture of complete closure in the center of the vocal tract..." 

^The anonymous author of a treatise on the pronunciation of the Arabic 
consonants published by de Sacy (1813) . 

®The two Lebanese authors of Grammatica Arabica Maronitarum (1716). 

^Lepsius has "p. 663" here but the statement in question appears on 
p. 633. 

®This does not seem to be an accurate summary of the tradition cited by 
Wallin. See chapters vii and viii for a discussion of this tradition and a 
similar tradition, reported in Ibn Jinni's Kitab al-Tanbih, about the 
Zayali^. 

This is the vocalization found in the manuscripts of Sibawaihi; nouns 
of place derived from the "derived" forms of the verb are identical in form 
with the passive participles (Wright [1896] 1967:129). 

^^Fa-'^inna dAda min '>asli haffati 1-lisani wa-m3 yalih3 mina l-'>adrasi 
min yamini 1-lisani '^aw yasariha. This statement is cited by Wallin (1858: 
635) from the Qur'^anic commentary of Baidawi but Professor Haim Blanc was 
kind enough to inform me that Baidawi has here, as elsewhere, followed 
Zamaxsari's commentary Al-Kassaf (Surat al-TakwXr, verse 24) word for word. 
Professor Blanc also points out the curious fact that "in ZamaxsarT's 
Mufassal, where he puts on his grammarian's hat, the wording is exactly that 
of the KitSb, viz. min '^awwal, etc.; same in Ibn Ya'^'Ts's commentary on the 
passage." Now, the word for "root" differs from the word for "beginning" by 
only one letter, and since Sibawaihi uses ’asl (and its antonym, taraf "tip") 
in speaking of the incisors, one might suspect that he used it in referring 
to the tongue's edge as well {'>awwal does not appear elsewhere as a subdi¬ 
vision of an articulatory organ). But according to Professor Blanc: 

"There is no reason to think that this might be Sibawaihi's wording: 
the KitSb and all later grammarians, so far as I recall, all have 
'>awwal; in general, quotes in the later grammarians from the KitSb 
are remarkably uniform, showing that the text was solidly established 
quite early. Of course there are occasional elaborations or paraphras- 
ings, and I imagine your quote, or rather Wallin's, is something of the 
sort." 

Another point in favor of the present text is the fact that the phrase min 
"^awwal haffati 1-lisan occurs again in the Kitab (p. 467, line 17). 

^^It is curious, however, that in Ibn Ya'>'Is (p. 1461) , the '>istitSla 
(or rather tafassi) of sin connects it with lam rather than ta? as in 
Sibawaihi (p. 470, see below): "^inna s-sina tatafas^a fi 1-fami hattS 
tattasilu bi-muxraji 1-lSmi "STn spreads in the mouth until it joins the 
place of articulation of ISm." I am grateful to Prof. Federico Corriente 
for bringing this passage to my attention (cf. his forthcoming article in 
the Journal of Semitic Studies: "From Old Arabic to Classical Arabic through 
the Preislamic Koine: Some Notes on the Native Grammarians' Sources, Atti¬ 
tudes, and Goals"). Prof. Corriente believes that "some earlier grammarian 
might have heard the lateralized /s/ and reported it in a scarcely circulat¬ 
ing work." But even if he is right, '^istitala per se has nothing to do with 
the lateral feature, because it is mentioned in connection with ta7 as well 
as ISm. 

l^schaade (1911:70) emends to hattS, which is graphically quite simi¬ 
lar. The emended phrase makes much more sense and is attested several times 
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in the KifSb: '^istatSla muxra juha...hatta ttasala (p. 462), '> istat^lat... 
hatta ttasalat (p. 467) , “^istat^lat hatfS xalatat (p. 477) . The same emenda¬ 
tion would seem to be necessary on p. 471: li-stitSlatiha hina ttasalat bi- 
mux rajiha . 

13"Deflecting" rather than "transferring" since tahwll is also involved 
in articulation on the right side — the usual side — according to 452.20: 
li'^annaka tuhawwiluha mina 1-yas'Sri ‘^il3 l-mawdi’^i l-ladl fl 1-yamln "be¬ 
cause you deflect it from the left to the place [of articulation] which is 
on the right." It would not make sense to translate "because you transfer 
it..." since there would be no need to transfer it to the normal side. 

^^Note the use of the perfect instead of the expected imperfect here 
and in many other places in the Kitab (e.g. after li'^anna in 462.10.15, 
467.10.15, 471.7.9, 473.7.10). According to Prof. Haim Blanc (personal 
communication): 

"The tenses are not exactly in free variation...at least not 
totally free in all possible cases, but they do alternate rather 
freely in given verbs describing general properties of sounds and 
other linguistic elements in the Kitab ... 

"Anyway, descriptive statements which are, on the whole, in 
the KitSb and most of the tradition, synchronic or rather 
anachronic, can have either tense." 

^■^Cf. fn. 4 above, where I tremslated "weak closure." SXbawaihi 
apparently believes that weak contact between the articulators leads to 
slipping, while firm contact keeps them in place. The Scune phrase appears 
again on p. 462, line 1. 

l^See the end of chapter ii. 
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ARABIC LOANWORDS IN THE IBERIAN 
PENINSULA (SPANISH, PORTUGUESE, CATALAN) 

Lepsius' revolutionary view of the Arabic (f as an 
emphatic assibilated 1 was published in 1861. In the same 
year Willem H. Engelmann published the first edition of his 
Glossaire des mots espagnols et portugais derives de I'arabe. 
Among the loanwords collected in this book are six in which 
Arabic > seems to be rendered by Spanish Id or 1: 

alcalde'^ "judge"^ <')al-qadi^ or ’ai-ga^'* 
aJbayaJge^ "white lead, ceruse" <'^al-bayad 
arrabal "suburb" <'>ar-raba(} 

Albelda'^ (toponym) <.'^A1-Bagda'^ "The White" 
aldava^ "latch" <'^ad-dabba 
aldea^ "hamlet" <'?a^-i^ay’>'a 

The first edjgion was of course too early to benefit from 
Lepsius' insight,but the second edition, put out by Dozy 
(1869), was not. It is therefore not unfair to feel that a 
great opportunity was missed when one reads the explanations 
of the 1(d) rendering offered in that edition (p. 23): 

"Devant le (f> ...on intercale un 1 euphonique. . .Au reste ce 1 
sert a exprimer le son emphatique du >..." 

As vacuous as these two explanations seem today, they 
have managed to infiltrate two of the three most influential 
subsequent studies of Arabic loanwords in Spanish: Eguilaz 
1886 (which reproduces the first explanation on p. xxi) and 
Neuvonen 1941 (which reproduces the second explanation on p. 
282, with an obviously mistaken reference to Steiger 1932: 

162). Steiger 1932 is the only one of the three which in¬ 
corporates Lepsius' insight (though the reference is to 
Vollers 1893 rather than to the actual discoverer). Arabists, 
understandably, have a better record in this respect than 
Hispanists. The first scholar to see the significance of the 
1(d) rendering was Ruzicka (1909:171) — although we must ig¬ 
nore his assumption that alcalde, etc. reflect a sound change 
< 14^14 — followed by Yushmanov (1926:42), Colin (1930a:101) 
and Cantineau ([1941] 1960:56). 

In evaluating the importance of this rendering as evi¬ 
dence for lateral (f>, it is important to note that several of 
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Engelmann's examples have been challenged by subsequent schol¬ 
ars. According to Asin Palacios (1944:47) and Malkiel (1950: 
115) , the toponyn Albelda reflects Arabic '^al-balda "town" 
rather than '^aJ-hay^'^. Aldea and aldaba are also problem¬ 
atical as Eguilaz (1886:xxi) points out: 

Esta regia [euphonic 1 is inserted before d] no es 
aplicable, como creen Engelmann y Dozy, a aldea y 
aldaba, cuya I es, en mi humilde sentir, la del art. 
ar. que precede al nombre, o el primer o (dal^ 
duplicado por el texdid, transformado en la liquida 
referida. Lo mismo ha de decirse del lam que antecede 
al o (dal) de aldargama por ad-dargama, aldebaran de 
ad-debaran, aldiza de ad-diza, y al (tha) enfatica 
de altabague de attabague.^^ 

In other words, the 1 of aldaba and aldea seems to re¬ 
flect the 1 of the Arabic definite article ^ai rather than the 
lateral feature of d, for, in spite of the fact that d is one 
of the so-called "sun-letters" which assimilate the 1 of the 
definite article, we find several examples of loanwords where 
the sun-letters have not done their job. In addition to the 
examples cited by Eguilaz, which are taken from Dozy and 
Engelmann(1869:23), we find: aldufe (Steiger 1932:162), 
altamia, alducar, altramuz (ibid., 376) Aldeire, Aldovara, 
Aldovareta, Aldover, Aldovera (Asxn Palacios 1944:56-7). 

Steiger (1932:162), on the other hand, argues that 
Eguilaz is wrong in his analysis of aldea and aldaba: 

Creo muy dificil asentir a la opinion del sabio 
orientalista. En primer lugar, porque su explicacion 
deja sin abarcar el hecho del paso de j> a 1, 11, Id, 
en posicion final,y luego porque, al igual de los 
actuales dialectos magrebies, la asimilacion solar se 
extiende en hispano-arabe al propio &. Si la i del 
articulo vuelve a encontrarse en algunos arabismos 
(aldufe, frente a adufe; aldebaran, etc.), esto ha 
de explicarse por analogia con sustantivos que 
principiaban por letra lunar (alcantara, etc.); 
analogia facilitada por la aparente contradiccion en 
el tratamiento del articulo. 

Three argiaments are presented here: 

(a) Eguilaz needs a second explanation to account for 
the rendering of j‘ with 1 ,11, Id in final position, 
while Steiger accounts for in all positions with 
one explanation. 

(b) Assimilation of the article is more extensive in 
Andalusian Arabic (where initial e- assimilates the 



70 - Evidence from Loanwords for Lateral ,> in Arabic (I) 


1 of the article) than in classical Arabic (where e- 
does not assimilate the 1 of the article) — not 
less extensive. 

(c) The appearance of the unassimilated article in 
aldufe, aldebaran, etc. is due to analogy with 
words which begin with phonemes which never assimi¬ 
late the article. 

None of these arguments has any force. The economy of 
Steiger's explanation (Argument (a)) disappears as soon as 
aldufe, aldebaran, etc. are taken into account. Argument (c) 
fails to explain why the same process of analogy could not be 
behind aldea and aldaba . Point (b) is obviously intended to 
suggest that it would be inconsistent for a dialect to ex¬ 
tend the domain of the assimilation rule on the one hand, 
while restricting it on the other; but this argument is 
undercut by Steiger's own admission in (c) that the 1 of 
aldufe, aldebaran, etc. represents the I of the Arabic def¬ 
inite article. The appearance of I in these words is also 
inconsistent and yet it is a fact. Furthermore, the incon¬ 
sistency becomes comprehensible once we recall that the 
immediate source of these loanwords was not the Arabs but 
the Mozarabes (Neuvonen 1941:29-30), the Spanish-speaking 
Christian population in the areas conquered by the Arabs. 

These Mozarabes (Arabic musta'^rabl "Arabized") did not be¬ 
come native speakers of Arabic for centuries (loc. cit.; 
Menendez Pidal 1956:416ff) but they must have begun acquir¬ 
ing an imperfect knowledge of Arabic soon after the Arabic 
conquest of 711. Forms like aldufe and aldebaran exhibit 
just the kind of mistake-by-analogy which one would expect 
to find in the broken Arabic of the first generations of 
Mozarabes. Alternately, the words may have been originally 
borrowed without an 1 (cf. adufe and addebaran) only to be 
later "corrected" by Spanish speakers who recognized them as 
Arabic loanwords.This latter alternative is recommended by 
the fact that forms with unassimilated I before d seem to be 
rather late. Aldea is an exception to this rule — a fact 
which suggests that Steiger may be right after all in dis¬ 
tinguishing the id of this loanword from the Id of aldufe, 
aldebaran, etc. Until the question is settled, however, it 
is best to omit these problematic examples. 

We are left with only three of Engelmann's six examples 
of id for >, but they are, as Malkiel (1950:114-5) remarks, 
"tres palabras de gran importancia" and "de derivacion in¬ 
controvertible." Part of the evidence that makes the etymol¬ 
ogy of these words so certain comes from a Spanish-Arabic dic¬ 
tionary published in Granada in the sixteenth century by 
Pedro de Alcala ([1505] 1928). This dictionary, the 
Vocabulista arauigo in letra castellana, renders Spanish 
Arrabal with Arabic RabSd, arb^d,^^ and Spanish Aluayalde 
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with Arabic Alcalde does not appear, but its origin 

is so transparent (especially since '^al-qSdt was borrowed by 
practically every language which ever had contact with Ara¬ 
bic) that it requires no special proof. 

CHRONOLOGY AND SOURCE OF THE LOANWORDS 

We have very little information on when the lateral real¬ 
ization of was replaced by the modern central realizations 
in various regions, due to the fact that the Arab grammarians 
did not change their description of the > when the changed. 
They simply continued to repeat STbawaihi's words, apparently 
without realizing that the description no longer fitted. 

There are of course exceptions to this rule, for example, the 
eleventh century philosopher Ibn STna (Avicenna), whose com¬ 
pletely independent treatise on the speech soiands describes j> 
as a stop (Blanc 1967a:304); the tenth-century linguist Ibn 
JinnT, who reported several colloquial pronxinciations of 
i> in his Kitab al-Tanbih (apud Al-JazarX, Kitab al-Tamhid, 

43) including [d] ("they make into -t"!®) , and [d] in Egypt 
and North Africa ("mixed with -f") ; and the ninth century 
author Al-Jahiz, whose Bayan contains an anecdote about con¬ 
fusion between Jp and in Basra (Flick 1955:89) . But these are 
only isolated reports and, moreover, give no idea of how long 
the lateral realization persisted alongside the colloquial 
realizations. Thus, any light which the loanwords might be 
able to shed on this question would be very welcome. 

Unfortunately, the loanwords we have gathered are ex¬ 
tremely difficult to date because of the strong possibility 
that their earliest attestations (alcalde 1062, alxaual 1146 
but also arravalde 950, albayalde 1439; Neuvonen 1941 s.v., 
Corominas 1967 s.v.) in our documents are considerably later 
than their real dates of entry into the language. This pos¬ 
sibility is due not so much to a scarcity of documents or (in 
the case of alcalde and arrabal , at least) to any unusualness 
of the words in question^^ as to the fact that the Spanish 
documents which we possess come from the Christian kingdoms, 
whose inhabitants did not begin to use Arabic loanwords on a 
large scale until the Reconguista broke down the political 
and social barriers which separated them from their fellow- 
Spaniards, the Mozarabes. In other words, alcalde may have 
been in use for centuries among the Mozarabes before it be¬ 
gan to show up in Castillian documents in the eleventh cen¬ 
tury , and, thus, we have no assurance that Andalusian i>> was 
still a lateral at that time. 

The source of the word s, i. e. the dialect from which they 
were borrowed, is even less certain. Colin (1930a:102) sug¬ 
gested that the words had originated with the large South 
Arabian segment of the Arab community in Spain, and, indeed, a 
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recent history of the Maghrib (Abun-Nasr 1971:87) states that 
"the majority of the Arabs who settled in the peninsula were 
Yemenites." If so, Colin's suggestion is quite plausible, but 
nothing definite can be said until a thorough investigation of 
the non-classical features of Andalusian Arabic is made. 


^Cp. alcalde in Old Portuguese and Old Catalan, where it is a Spanish, 
rather than Arabic, loanword (Neuvonen 1941:110, Batlle Y Prats 1954). 

^Throughout this chapter, the meaning given for the loanword applies to 
the Arabic original as well, unless a separate gloss is given for the Arabic 
word. 


^Cf. Steiger 1932:341-2 for the rendering of Arabic i with Spanish e, 
and ibid., 312 for the Moroccan form qStde. 

^Cf. Blau 1961a:94 and 1961b:211-2 for Middle Arabic forms like '^al- 
gSd, and Birkeland 1940:68-9 for the pausal origin of such forms. 

^Cp. Portuguese alvaiade (Steiger 1932:165). 

^Cp. Old Spanish ravalde, arrabalde alongside arraval(e), arrabal; Old 
Portuguese arravalde; Old Catalan (ar)raval (Malkiel 1950:115). 

Alongside Albaida (Steiger 1932:165). 

®Cp. Portuguese aldrava, aldraba (Steiger 1932:163). Do these come 
from *aldlava, *aldlaba by dissimilation? 

^Cp. Portuguese aldeia (Malkiel 1950:115). 

^®A1though the tradition that some Arabs pronounced dad as an emphatic 
lam, in Wallin 1858:634 (see chapter ii above), would have done just as 
well. 


^^"This rule [euphonic 1 is inserted before d] does not apply, as En- 
gelmann and Dozy believe, to aldea and aldaba, whose 1, in my humble opinion 
is either the 1 of the Arabic definite article which precedes the noun or 
the first [d of the] doubled d transformed into the above-mentioned liquid. 
The same can be said of the I which precedes the d of aldargama for ad- 
dargama, aldeharan from ad—debaran, aldlza from ad—dlza, and the emphatic t 

of altabaque from attabaque." 

^^Steiger treats '^al-qadi as an example of > in final position, 
apparently ignoring the final long vowel. 

find it very difficult to agree with the opinion of the learned 
Orientalist, in the first place because his explanation does not take into 
account the shift of d to I, 11, Id in final position, and then because in 
Andalusian Arabic, as in the modern North African dialects, "solar" assimila¬ 
tion extended as far as a-. If the 1 of the article happens to appear in a 
few Arabisms (aldufe alongside adufe ; aldebaran, etc.), this has to be ex¬ 
plained as an analogy with nouns that begin with a "lunar" letter {alcantara, 
etc.) — an analogy facilitated by the apparent contradiction in [the lan¬ 
guage 's ] treatment of the article." 

l^Neuvon (1941:285) proposes a similar process to explain why the 
Arabic definite article seems to have been exempt from the Spanish sound 
change al > o/_consonant. 

^^Alcala's consistent transcription of Ip with d or 5 (=5) as well as 
the fact that he does not include j‘ in his lists of letters which have no 
equivalents in Latin or Castillian (x, d and according to Arte c iiii 
side 2; x, d, t, and h according to the Vocabulista a iii side 2) shows 
that by his time p was no longer a lateral. 

^^Strangely, Dozy and Engelmann (1869:70) and Steiger (1932:165) no¬ 
ticed the Alaayalde entry but missed the Arrabal entry. Perhaps the editions 
they used omitted this entry by accident. 

^^Cf. the remark of Colin (1930a:92) that "il est assez plaisant de 
voir de nombreux auteurs arabes modernes continuer de se vanter d'etre de 
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'ceux qui prononcent le > an-natiquna bi-d-(^d) ' et parler avec emphase 
de leur langue, 'la seule qui possede le j> ' (Ixigatuna d-dadiyya)." 

18 

This cannot be intended solely as a report that > was merged with 
for if it were, it would apply equally well to the Egyptian and North 
Africein > which is described next. The statement should be understood, 
rather, as a phonetic description of the j>, and should be taken as a 
phonetic symbol equivalent to [d] ; i.e., they make into [d] . 

l^According to Neuvonen (1941:309), alcalde is the third most common 
Arabic loanword in the thirteenth century Spanish documents, occurring 1038 
times in a sample of 4.4 million words; arraual is in the top thirty. 
Albayalde, of course, is much rarer. 



VI. 

Evidence from Loanwords for Lateral in Arabic (II) 


ARABIC LOANWORDS IN THE MALAY ARCHIPELAGO 
(MALAY, MINDANAO, AND SULU) 


The first scholar to adduce Arabic loanwords in Malay and 
the Moro dialects of the Philippines as evidence for the lat¬ 
eral hypothesis was Karl Vollers (1892:145fn): 

I am much indebted to Dr. Rost (India Office Li¬ 
brary, London) for the suggestion that in the Malay lan¬ 
guage the of Arabic words is transliterated dl, or 1, 
and on the Philippine Island Mindanao by 1 only. 

Yushmanov included Malay kadli "judge" < g3dT (cf. Spanish 
alcalde), in his summary of the case for lateral (1926:42), 
but Cantineau conspiciously avoided any mention of Malay in 
his discussions of the lateral hypothesis, despite his ac¬ 
knowledged reliance upon Yushmanov's work. Cantineau [1941] 
1960:56, for example, passes directly from a discussion of 
the Arabic loanwords in Spanish to Landberg's report of a 
lateral realization of in parts of South Arabia. 

The reason for this omission is no doubt to be sought in 
another of Cantineau's sources — an article by Colin (1930a) 
which theorizes that Arabic words in Malay like rela "con¬ 
sent"^ < rida('^) and lohor^ "noon" < zuhr must have been 
transmitted by traders from South Arabia. This is a plausible 
theory, for strong commercial ties existed between South 
Arabia and Sumatra in the Middle Ages, as we know from the 
writings of Chau Ju-Kua (Hirth and Rockhill 1911:121,195) and 
other contemporary authors. Cantineau must have been convinc¬ 
ed of the South Arabian origin of the Arabic loanwords cited 
by Colin and decided that Landberg's description of the South 
Arabian made them redundant. He may not have realized just 
how redundant they are, for Colin's reference to "traders" 
("negociants") suggests that rela and lohor have been a part 
of the Malay lexicon since the Middle Ages — an unlikely 
assumption, as an examination of early Malay dictionaries 
reveals. Rela (also pronounced redla according to Hendershot 
and Shellabear 1945 s.v.) appears in Marsden's dictionary 
(1812) as ridla, but is not to be found anywhere in Bowrey 
1701, Haex 1693, Houtman [1603?'^] 1680, or Neck 1601 in spite 
of the fact that all of these independently composed^ dic- 
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tionaries (except Neck 1601) are fairly large and full of 
Arabic loanwords. Lohor does not appear in any of these 
dictionaries, nor does it appear in the later dictionary by 
Crawfurd (1852). 

The same picture emerges from a study of the other 
Arabic loanwords with (d) 1 for Jp — found in recent dic¬ 
tionaries like Winstedt 1962 (=W)^ and Hendershot and 
Shellabear 1945 (=H). In the following list, each word is 
followed by the date of the earliest dictionary (of the eight 
mentioned above) in which it appears, together with its spell¬ 
ing in that dictionary: 

rialat(W) "self-mortification" <riyadat (1962) 
melaratiVI) "loss, injury" < madarrat (1812; medlerat) 
dioha (H) , loha(H) "forenoon" <,duha (1945) 
hafaKW), hapal (VIE) , apaJ (H) "memorize" <fyafaza (1852; 
Hafil) 

apalkan (H) "memorize" <l^afa^a + kan (1852; Hafilkan) 
lalim(E) , dlalim(VI) "tyrannical" <zalim (1812; tlalim) 
dla'^if(E), Ia'?if(H) "weak" <da’^if (1812; dlaif) 
dlamma (H), lammah (H) "vowel points corresponding to o 
and u" <damma (1812; dlammah) 
dlarurat(VI) "compulsion" <darurat (1812; dlaruJcat) 
dlil(\l) "shadow" <zili (1812; tlil) 

lahir (VIE) , dlahir(VI) "to be born" <zahir (1812; tlahir) 
lafaKV!) "correct pronunciation of Qur'^an; word" <lafz 
(1812; lefetl) 

hadllr(E), halir(E) "present, prepared" <hadlr (1812; 
liadlir, hadler) 

hadlerat(E) "royal presence" <hadrat (1812; hadlirat) 

The only one of these examples which may appear in a pre¬ 
nineteenth century dictionary is lalim "tyrannical" if it is 
identical with Bowrey's "Lalim, to Pervert the Sence of words. 
Perversion"; however, the definition given by Bowrey makes the 
identification uncertain. 

Thus, one gets the impression that the rendering of 
with (d)1 is a recent innovation in Malay. This impression 
is reinforced by the appearance of several loanwords with d 
for j> in the earliest dictionaries. Significantly, one of 
them — hadir(kan) "prepare" — represents the same Arabic 
original as hadlir "present, prepared" in the list above. 

This loanword is attested in Bowrey 1701 (Hadir, Prepare, 

Make ready; Hadirawn, Preparation; Hadircarij^ to Prepare) , 

Haex 1631 (Hadir. Paratus, veluti cibos apparare^) , and Hout- 
man [1603?] 1680 (toerusten/gereet makerfi/hadirken) . A seconc^ 
loanword with d for ,> — feduli (Winstedt 1962 s.v.) < fu^uli 
"meddlesome" and fu(^l "kindnesses?"® — is attested in Bowrey 
1701 (Fadoolee, to Meddle, Concern, Regard, Observe, Visit) 
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and Haex 1631 {Fadouli. Asserere^ tutari, alicui ben 
facere^^). Lastly, the name of the ninth month of the Islam¬ 
ic calendar is given by Bowrey (in an appendix) as Ramasan or 
Ramadan. 

There is another fact which reinforces our initial im¬ 
pression even more strongly: the presence of a large Arab 
colony (numbering 70,000 in 1955 according to Phillips 1955: 
29) in the Malay Archipelago in recent times. A study of 
this^colony carried out in the 1880's for the Dutch govern¬ 
ment"^ showed that it was composed almost entirely of natives 
of Hadramawt (van den Berg 1886:1) who spoke a dialect in 
which i> "est un dh ou dl, articule avec emphase" and "se 
prononce presque comme le Dhad, et I'on le confond souvent 
avec cette derniere lettre, meme dans la langue ecrite" 

(ibid., 239). The study also concluded that the colony prob¬ 
ably did not pre-date the beginning of the nineteenth century 
(ibid., 104). 

It appears, then, that the dictionaries give us an accu¬ 
rate picture of the chronology of the loanwords we are study¬ 
ing and that the Malay Archipelago at the beginning of the 
nineteenth century saw both an influx of Hadrami Arabs and an 
influx of Arabic loanwords with (d)l =■ This conclusion 

is in perfect accord with the judgement of Ronkel (1904:189) 
that "the Arabic loanwords which are really part of the Malay 
lexicon do not come from Arabic but rather from one of the two 
... literary languages of Indian Islam, principally Indian 
Persian," since Arabic loanwords in Persian never have (d)I 
for - -1= . 

It should be noted that our discussion up to this point 
has centered around Arabic loanwords in modern Malay — spe¬ 
cifically, loanwords found in Winstedt 1962 or Hendershot and 
Shellabear 1945. Once we broaden our investigation to include 
loanwords which appear in the early dictionaries but not in 
the more recent dictionaries, we discover that our earlier 
conclusion represents only one part of the total picture and 
that the rendering of j‘ with 1 was not totally unknown before 
the nineteenth century. Two early examples of this render¬ 
ing have turned up in the course of this investigation: hil 

"menstruation" <hayd^^ and Ramalan "the month of Ramadan." 

• • • 

The former appears in Bowrey 1701 {Hill parampoan, the 

Monthly courses of Women) and Houtman [1603] 1680 {maen stondt 
der vrouwen/hil parampouan) but appears to be obsolete now, 
having been replaced by other forms of the same Arabic origin¬ 
al {haidl, haidz; cp. Indonesian haid, hail) . The latter 
appears only in Houtman [1603?] 1680 (p. 77; Ramalan, 
Rammalaen) out of all the Malay dictionaries consulted, but 
the fact that it occurs in Bahasa Indonesia (Poerwadarminta 
and Teeuw 1952 s.v.) and Javanese (Pigeaud 1963:25; Ramelan) 

suggests that it may occur in some modern dialects of Malay as 



Arabic Loanwords in the Malay Archipelago - 77 


well — either as a survival or as a re-borrowing. 

Much less certain are the supposed examples of I for - 
in a sixteenth-century Malay translation of an Arabic reli¬ 
gious poem published by G. Drewes (1955). The Arabic graphs^^ 
in question — Ifz and zS.hr — are read lapal and lahir^^ by 
Drewes (ibid., 43), which is the way they would be read today 
by some speakers; however, there is absolutely no guarantee 
that they were read that way in the sixteenth century. VJe 
have already seen that some Arabic words have been borrowed 
three or four times by the Malay language — each time in a 
different form. In fact Ifz and i^hr are cases in point. 

Even today, the former Arabic graph can be read lapal, lafal, 
lafaz, and lafat (perhaps also lafatl) and the latter can be 
read lahir and zahir (Poerwadarminta and Teeuw 1952 s.v.). 
Similarly, there is no way of knowing whether frd "obligation, 
obligatory" is to be read perlu, perdu, fardu or farat (ibid., 
s.v.) in the Trengganu inscription from the fourteenth cen¬ 
tury, the oldest Malay inscription in the Arabic script which 
has yet been discovered in Malaya (Paterson 1924; Rauf 1964: 

78 and frontispiece). The Arabic orthography of Arabic loan¬ 
words in Malay is no guide since, in all periods, writers have 
tried to conform to the classical spelling. Of course a 
writer who used a different alphabet would not be bound by 
Arabic orthographical traditions and it is therefore with 
great interest that we examine the Malay poem in Old Siunatran 
characters inscribed on a tombstone dated 1380 (Stutterheim 
1936; Marrison 1951). Unfortunately, though it has several 
Arabic words and even phrases, it has no words containing j> 
or . 

It is clear, then, that the native inscriptions and man¬ 
uscripts do not and cannot be expected to provide any une¬ 
quivocal answers about the history of the Arabic loanwords in 
Malay. Another possibility might be to date the loanwords by 
their (phonological or morphological) shape. This method, of 
course, depends upon a knowledge of the linguistic history of 
the Arabic dialects from which the words were borrowed. Thus, 
for example, we may assume that words with I for were bor¬ 
rowed after the merger of with {p in South Arabia. As it 
turns out, this criterion is not too helpful, since we have 
evidence that the above-mentioned merger had already taken 
place by 1225, when Chau Ju-Kua wrote his treatise on inter¬ 
national trade. We learn from this work that "Ju-hiang 
[frankincense^^] comes from the three Ta-shi [Arab] countries 
of Ma-lo-pa [Mirbat, Murbat], Shi-ho [Shihr], and Nu-fa 
[Zufar]" (Hirth and Rockhill 1911:195; cf. also pp. 116,121). 
The commonly accepted identification of Nu-fa with gufar 
(called Tsu-fa-erh, Tso-fa-erh^^ by later geographers^^) must 
be considered virtually certain, if only because frankincense 
was (with one exception) produced nowhere else but Zufar^® 



78 - Evidence from Loanwords for Lateral ^ in Arabic (II) 


(van Beek 1964:103-4 and cf. also the description of Dufar and 
its frankincense industry by Marco Polo, II, 441). The pro¬ 
blem of the rendering n = -L was solved long ago, in a 
brilliant book-review, by Gabriel Ferrand (1925:309): 

...si, en outre, on se rappelle que les Chinois 
emploient assez souvent un caractere a n initial pour 
les mots strangers presentant un I a initials, on 
peut ainsi poser: chinois nn~fa <ancien *nu-far = 
lu^fax. L'emphatique arabe ? sonne quelquefois comme 
un j> d dans la langue parlee de 1'Arable meridionals; les 
Malais rendent ce phoneme graphiquement par un > qu'ils 
pronouncent dl, et ici apparait la liquids que les 
Chinois ont pu entendre egalement et noter par un 
caractere a n initials. Soit Zufar >*Duf3r >*Dlufar > 
*Lufar >Nu-far. 

This explanation, which, incidentally, was accepted by 
Colin (1930:102), provides us with a terminus ante quern for 
the merger of with > in Zufar; however, since the terminus 
pre-dates the spread of Islam in the Malay Archipelago and 
hence (presumably) also the spread of Arabisms, it is even 
less useful as a tool for dating than are the inscriptions 
and manuscripts. We are left, then, with the European dic¬ 
tionaries and our original conclusions: a) the Arabic loan¬ 
words in modern Malay with (d) 1 for were borrowed with¬ 

in the last two centuries from the HadramT dialect spoken in 
the Malay Archipelago's Arab colony; )d) earlier contacts be¬ 
tween Malay and the Arabic dialects of South Arabia left a 
few traces in seventeenth century dictionaries in the form of 
loanwords with 1 for j> which are today largely obsolete. 

Turning now to the second half of Vollers' footnote, 
concerning the Philippine Island Mindanao, we find that this 
evidence has been completely ignored by later scholars, per¬ 
haps because the vagueness of the reference makes it difficult 
to substantiate. Vollers' informant may have been refering to 
the Moro (Spanish for "Muslim") dialect spoken by the 
Magindanao of Southwest Mindanao,which has Arabic loanwords 
with 1 for - i=: 


lad "the letter <^d" (Porter 1903:73) 
la "the letter za"? (-^)" (loc. cit.) 

Ramedlan, Ramadlan "the month of Ramadan" (Juanmarti 
1893 s.v.) 

lapal "word" (loc. cit.) <lafz 

The same is true of the Moro dialect spoken by the Sulu of 
the nearby Sulu Archipelago: 
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lad "the letter ^d" (Cameron 1917:20) 

la'^ (alongside sa'^) "the letter za'^ (loc. cit.) 

Lamalan "the month of Ramadan" (ibid., 34) 
luhul "noon" (ibid., 35) <zuhr 

These loanwords cannot, it seems, be considered inde¬ 
pendent witnesses to the pronunciation of Arabic j> - since, 
according to Cameron (1917:131), they were not borrowed di¬ 
rectly from Arabic (just as alcalde in Old Portuguese and Old 
Catalan probably did not come directly from Arabic): 

The (modern) Malay element, which came in with Islam 
[five centuries ago (p.l)] has furnished the terms 
referring to days of the week, months of the year, 
religious, governmental, and many abstract terms, so¬ 
cial titles, compliments, terms relating to writing 
and agriculture, and in general those new words re¬ 
quired by a people developing along commercial and 
agricultural lines. Most of the words from non- 
Philippine languages have come through Malay. 

Nevertheless, they may some day turn out to be useful in 
separating the older stratum of Arabic loanwords in Malay from 
the more recent borrowings, if it can be established that 
Cameron's dating of the Malay loanwords in the Moro dialects 
is accurate. 


^See above, chapter ii. 

^Colin translates "satisfaction" but most dictionaries translate 
"consent, approve, willing." 

^The 1 in this word represents classical rather than classical but 
this does not mean that was also a lateral. It simply means that in the 
Arabic dialect from which lohor was borrowed, and d> were merged, as they 
are in every modern Arabic dialect (ibid., 92). 

^Although the book is dated 1680, the card catalogue of the New York 
Public Library gives the date of Houtman's death as 1627 and mentions an¬ 
other book by him called Spraek ende Moorboeck in de Maleysche ende 
Madagarskarsche talen, Amstelredam 1603. There seems to be some connection 
between this book and the one I used, since the latter, in explaining the 
Islamic calendar on page 77, talks about the years 1600, 1601 and 1602. 

^Another dictionary, Howison 1801, turned out to be dependent upon 
Bowrey 1701, and it has therefore been excluded from the discussion. 

^I have avoided, wherever possible, citing examples of dl for from 
Winstedt 1962, since this dictionary uses dl as a conventional Romanization 
of j> (but not ■‘=1 which is written tl) in any Malay word, whether or not 
is actually pronounced [dl] in that word by Malays of non-Arabic origin. The 
method adopted by Hendershot and Shellabear (1945:14) is much better suited 
to our needs: 

"Malay lexicographers have usually romanized words of foreign origin in 
harmony with the spelling of the language from which such words are de¬ 
rived rather than with the way in which they are pronounced by Malays. 
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This plan of having a different system for romanizing foreign words ... 
has been avoided as far as possible in this work. Such words will be 
found spelled according to the Malay pronunciation." 

^Prepared, as, to prepare food. 

®Prepare/make ready. 

is one of the plurals of fai^l, but the plural generally used for 
the fa^l which means "(act of) kindness" is '^af(}al. 

lOAssert, observe, do good to someone. 

l^Cf. also van der Meulen and von Wissman [1932] 1964, commissioned by 
the Dutch government half a century later. 

The change ay > i is also reflected in salamat-alicum < salamat 
’'alaykum (Houtman [1603^] 1680 s.v. vaert-vel) . Note that Hausa hayla "men¬ 
struation" and Somali hayl "id." represent the same Arabic original. 

^^alay has of course been written with the Arabic alphabet since the 
conversion of the Malays to Islam. 

^^Cf. lafal and lahir in the list at the beginning of this chapter. 

^^Literally, "milk-incense;" cf. Arabic luban "frankincense" from the 
same root as laban "milk." Ju-hiang is quite possibly a loan translation. 

l^These spellings may reproduce the name Jufar as it sounded in a dia¬ 
lect which did not have lateral cf. Marco Polo's Dufar and Barbosa's 
Dofar (Pelliot 1903:637). 

l^Ma Huan (c. 1430) and Fei Sin (1436). For references, cf. Pelliot 
1963:637. 

l®I.e., the region which is today Icnown as ZufSr and which contains the 
modern village of Mirbat or Murbat (— the city of Shihr is 400 miles to the 
west, outside of the frankincense producing region but no doubt one of the 
ports from which frankincense was exported) . Chau Ju-Kua cind Marco Polo were 
referring to the medieval city of Zuf3r (cf. Guest 1935 for its history) 
which gave its name to the region and then disappeared. 

^%o doubt the Lanao of Central Mindanao also have such loanwords, but 
I was unable to obtain Charles Elliot's A Vocabulary and Phrase Book of the 
Lanao Moro Dialect, Manila 1913, or any other description of their dialect. 

^'^This area has been in the news in recent years as the center of a 
Moslem insurrection against the Philippine government. 
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ARABIC LOANWORDS IN WEST AFRICA (CENTRAL SUDAN: HAUSA, 
SONGHAY, KANEMBU, KANURI, TEDA, DAZA; WEST SUDAN: DYULA, 
MANDINKE, TEMNE, WOLOF, FULA, ZNAGA) AND NORTH AFRICA 

(BENI-SNOUS,KABYLE) 

The first scholar to adduce Arabic loanwords in an 
African language as evidence for lateral > was N.V. Yushmanov 
(1926:43). The language was Hausa, the lingua franca of much 
of West Africa, and the evidence was the 1 = ip rendering which 
we have encountered so many times. Yushmanov did not give 
examples, but twenty years later Greenberg made a study of the 
Arabic loanwords in Hausa, in which he gave two examples of 
this rendering (1947:88): 

'^alka’ll "judge" <'?aJ-gSdT 
hagla "menstruation" <hayda 

Other examples appear scattered throughout the literature: 

Iqdi "the letter dad" (Krause 1884:38) 
alwal(l)a "ablution" <'?al-wada'^a (Robinson 1899 s.v.) 
lullo "purification" <l-wudu'^ (loc. cit.) 
fululuwa "exaggerated, superfluous" <fudul (loc. cit.) 
liyafa "hospitality" <diyafa (Bargery 1934 s.v.)^ 
lahiya, layya "the Moslem festival of the 10th day of 
Muharram [=the Feast of Immolation]" <dahiyya "immo¬ 
lation" (loc. cit. and Delafosse 1955 s.v. lahiya) 
Ramalan "the month of Ramadan" (Dianoux 1962-3:610) 
l^if^ "sexually impotent man" <da^if (Abraham 1962b 
s.v.) 

l^Tr^ "personal pronoun" <dainTr (loc. cit.) 
l^ur^ "necessity" <darura (loc. cit.) 
liddi "opposite" <didd (Hiskett 1965:25) 
larli "country" <l-'^ard (Lacroix 1967^:197) 

The only other study of Arabic loanwords in an African 
language which has hitherto appeared in the Semitist literature 
is a paper given by Dianoux (1962-3) at the Twenty-fifth Inter- 
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national Congress of Orientalists in 1960 containing three ex¬ 
amples of the i = > rendering in Songhay (spoken in Mali, 
Niger, Upper Volta, Dahomey and Nigeria): 

alwala "faire les ablutions" (verb) al-wada'^a "the 

ablutions" (noun) 
alkali "le juge" <'^al-gadi 

alfalilla "priere surerogative" <'^al-fadila 

However, other studies have been available in African language 
journals and grammars. Gouilly's list (1952:216) of Arabic 
loanwords in West African languages includes alkali "juge" in 
Dyula (a dialect of Mandinke on the Atlantic coast of Senegal) 
and alikali "chef du territoire de Poto-Lokko" in Temne (Sier¬ 
ra Leone). Mouradian's study (1940:278) of Arabic loanwords 
in Wolof, today a close neighbor of Dyula but originally spo¬ 
ken in Mauritanian Adrar (Trimingham 1962:13,164) , gives hali 
(for kali?) as a borrowing of Arabic gadi. The same Arabic 
word appears as '^alkSli or '^algali "judge" (Labouret 1952: 

248; Lacroix 1967:191) in Fula (spoken almost everywhere in 
West Africa; cf. Dunstan 1969:57), as al'kS.li "magistrat, 
juge, cadi, chef de police, agent de police" in Mandinke 
(Delafosse 1955 s.v.), and as legafi "judge" (Lukas 1937: 

221) in Kanuri (spoken west of Lake Chad in the Bornu Pro¬ 
vince of Nigeria). 

Fula has other examples as well. Krause (1884:30) re¬ 
ports that the letter dSd is called vadi (with v perhaps 
rendering velarized 1) or l'5di. A search through two Fula 
dictionaries (Taylor 1932 and Labouret 1955) turned up the 
following additional examples: 

lafa "be in construct state, annex, join to" <'>adafa 
(verb) or '^id'Sfa (verbal noun) 
lameri, lamiri "personal (or impersonal) pronoun; con¬ 
science" <damir 

• 

liddi "opposite" <didd 

luha "forenoon" <duha 

• • 

mularia "the present tense" <mudari^ 
farilia "dime Coranique" <far~da "religious duty" 
(Labouret 1955 s.v. dime) 

Examples from Mandinke (Delafosse 1955 s.v.) include (in 
addition to al'kali): 

Ramalana "mois de Ramadan" 

lahiya "mouton offert en sacrifice" <dahiyya 

solatuwalua "priere de la matinee" <salatu ad-duha 

• • • • 

The Arabic loanwords in the language of the Kaidi-Kanembu 
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(in Kanem, east of Lake Chad) have been treated by Lukas 
(1931:22) and include one example of 1 for w^loni, woloi 

"to wash oneself (before prayer) " < wudu'?. Finally, the Kanuri 
language has (in addition to Isgall, mentioned above): 

armalan "the month of Ramadan" (Lukas 1937:215) 
wolo "the religious ablutions" (ibid., 248) <wudu'? 
yilla "menstruation" (ibid., 250) <hayd 

and the related dialects of Teda and Daza have lehille, 
lefille "silver" <l-fidda (Greenberg 1960:212; cf. perhaps 
Kanuri lifilla). 

It is remarkable that, pace Greenberg,^ no genuine ex¬ 
amples of I for have turned up in any of the languages of 
West Africa — a fact which sharply distinguishes them from 
the languages of the Malay Archipelago. Thus, the Hausa 
name of the letter ^ is not la as in Magindanao and Sulu, 
but sadi (contrast the Hausa name of the letter <> above); and 
in Fula, is called vadi or ladi, while is called sqdi 
(Krause 1884:30,38). This fact should be of great interest 
to historians of the Arabic language once the words in ques¬ 
tion have been traced back to their dialectal source, espe¬ 
cially if that source turns out to be one of the (South Ara¬ 
bian) dialects in which ^ later turns up as a lateral (i.e., 
merged with j=) . 


CHRONOLOGY OF THE LOANWORDS 

The problems we encountered in dating the Arabic loan¬ 
words in Spanish and Malay are mild in comparison with the 
problems we encounter here. Arab authors tell us that the 
spread of Islam among the black peoples of West Africa began 
early in the eleventh century (Trimingham 1962:28, Gouilly 
1952:47), but there are no native documents from this early 
period in which we could look for Arabic loanwords; and when 
the native chronicles finally begin, in the sixteenth century 
(Trimingham 1962:5), they are in Arabic and therefore even 
less useful for our purposes than the Malay documents were. 

The latter, since they are written in a language other than 
Arabic, at least reveal to us the identity of the early Arabic 
loanwords, even if, being written in the Arabic script, they 
do not reveal their phonetic shape; the former, since they are 
in Arabic, can naturally tell us nothing about Arabic loan¬ 
words . 

In the absence of evidence on the loanwords themselves, 
we might adduce evidence on the diffusion of Islam. The date 
of islamization of each people could be taken as a terminus 
post quern for the Arabic loanwords in its language. But these 
dates would be of dubious value for the history of Arabic, 
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since, as we shall see shortly, many of the Arabic loanwords 
we have examined did not come directly from Arabic. 

SOURCE OF THE LOANWORDS 

The first scholar to deal with this question was Green¬ 
berg (1947). Greenberg posited a North African origin for the 
older Arabic loanwords in Hausa, and in view of the geograph¬ 
ical (not to mention historical and linguistic) facts, it is 
difficult to imagine any alternative.'^ Indeed, the present 
writer would go further than Greenberg and claim that even the 
later loanwords, for which Greenberg posited a bookish origin, 
could not have assumed phonetic shape without a reading 
tradition, which once again must have been ultimately of 
North African origin. (I say "ultimately" because Greenberg 
(1960) and Hiskett (1965) have shown that this reading tra¬ 
dition and/or the loanwords did not come to the Hausa direct¬ 
ly from North Africa but rather by way of other West African 
peoples)Hiskett's theory (1965) that all of the Arabic 
loanwords in Hausa have a bookish origin is naturally subject 
to the same qualification, namely, that the phonetic shape of 
loanwords, unlike their phonological shape, cannot have a 
bookish origin. 

It would seem, then, that the Arabic loanwords with 1 
for > spread thoughout West Africa are evidence for the exist¬ 
ence of a lateral ^ (probably an approximant rather than a 
fricative)^ in some North African reading tradition or col¬ 
loquial. Further evidence pointing in the same direction 
comes from the >-isogloss tradition discussed in chapter ii 
and repeated here for convenience: 

The Master (rUmar?) used to say: It is the dad of the 

westerners which is the true dad — the d5d of the east- 

• • 

erners is an emphatic I. Bheikh "^Id differed with him 
and said: It is the dad of the easterners which is the 
true dad. The consensus of the scholars favors this lat- 
ter opinion. 

In utilizing this tradition, it is important to realize that 
the two conflicting views presented are really two conflict¬ 
ing versions of one tradition — otherwise one may fail to 
see that the view of Sheikh ‘^'Td is not presented in its en¬ 
tirety. Sheikh ‘^Id holds that it was the easterners who had 
the genuine and conversely that the i-like > was the prop¬ 
erty of the westerners (i.e.the North Africans excluding the 
Egyptians). Sheikh '■'Id's version, which was the one accepted 
by native scholars and which is really the only logical one 
(since the grammarians who set the standards in the first 
place were easterners with little interest in the North 



Source of the Loanwords - 85 


African dialects), seems to confirm the existence of a lat¬ 
eral approximant > in some North African reading-tradition or 
colloquial. And yet, several questions remain. Why is there 
no trace of this lateral ,> today? Why does Ibn Jinn"!, whose 
dialect survey of the various realizations of includes 
North Africa,^ know nothing of this lateral >? Worst of all, 
why don't the many Arabic loanwords in the Berber dialects of 
North Africa reflect this lateral >? The dialect of the Beni- 

rfS O 

Snous (Destaing 1914 s.v.), for example, has ^udu "ablutions" 
(cp. Hausa lullo ), d<p.feQ "hote" (cp. Hausa liyafa "hospital¬ 
ity") and ed^'Sf "faible" (cp. Hausa la'>ifi "weak") but no ex¬ 
amples of 1 for A search through a dictionary of the dia¬ 
lect of Kabyle (Ministere de la Guerre 1844) in Algeria was 
likewise fruitless. 

It appears, then, that the lateral North African ih, assum¬ 
ing that it actually existed, was not nearly as widespread as 
the present-day distribution of the 1 = rendering in the 
Sudan leads us to believe, and that we will not get far by 
searching at random through the dictionaries of the various 
Berber dialects. Let us, instead, focus our attention on the 
dialect of the first Muslim missionaries to the blacks of 
West Africa. 

Historians tell us that the islamization of West Africa 
is due in large part to the efforts of the Almoravids (?al- 
muz^bitun). Gouilly (1952:47), for example, writes that 
"1'islamization ne commence en effet dans ces regions qu'avec 
les Almoravides." The Almoravids were not an ethnic group but 
rather members of a militant Islamic movement founded in the 
eleventh century in Mauritania by CAbd Allah ibn YHsln. They 
were recruited almost entirely from among the Sanhaja Berbers, 
in particular the Lamtuna tribe of Mauritanian Adrar (Gouilly 
1952:48, Trimingham 1962:23). The first goal of these Berber 
warriors was to convert their own people by means of persua¬ 
sion and jiiiad. The movement then turned its attention to 
Morocco and Spain, and conquered both under the leadership of 
Yusuf ibn TSshufln (1061-1106) . At the same time, Abu Bakr 
ibn "^Umar, after losing control of the movement to Ibn 
Tashufin, went back south to wage holy war against the blacks 
of the Sudan until the powerful black state of Gana was sub¬ 
jugated. As a result, "the Soninke of Gana were compelled to 
adopt Islam and they not only did so en masse but began to 
spread it amongst the many peoples over whom they still ruled. 
...Its acceptance by the peoples of the Sahil and Masina is 
due primarily to their efforts. Their traders converted and 
blended with the commercial and industrious Mande Dyula who 
carried it to the edge of the equatorial forest" (Trimingham 
1962:30-1). About a century and a half later, these same 
Mande Dyula (called Wangara by the Kano Chronicle) brought 
Islam to the Hausa city-states (ibid., 32, 54£n). 
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It is clear, then, that the Sahaja Berbers played a 
decisive role in the islamization of West Africa through the 
Almoravid movement — especially its southern branch under Abu 
Bakr. But when we examine the Arabic loanwords in the Berber 
dialect of their modern descendants — the Znaga (= Sanhaja) 
of Mauritania — we find no trace of a lateral According 
to Basset's treatment (1909:17) of the Arabic loanwords in 
Znaga: 

Le dh [i>] se maintient: tabiodh "plume de la fleche, 
ar. > Par affaiblissement, il peut devenir un d' : 
etchfarad’ "obligation" de I'ar. 

A search through Nicolas 1953 turned up three undoubtedly old 
loanwords with d for 

ajwaSa "ablutions" (p. 127) al-wada'^a 

Bcfarada "obligation" (loc. cit.) <,^al-fard 
uddat "the letter d3d"(p. 117) 

but no loanwords with 1 for Nor does it do any good to 
point out that Arabic 1 is rendered by j or its voiceless 
counterpart, c, in these and in many other loanwords due to a 
Znaga sound-change 1 > j (Nicolas 1953:24), for there are no 
examples of j or c for either. 

The literature on the Arabic dialect of Mauritania has a 
little more to offer, but not much. Cohen (1963:12) reports 
that the merger product of and is a voiced emphatic inter¬ 
dental fricative in Mauritania today but adds the following 
footnote: 

II faut signaler 1'existence en Mauritanie d'une 
tradition tendant a realiser le > comme une laterale 
emphatique. Telle que nous avons pu 1'entendre, elle 
repond parfaitement a la description qu'en donnait 
Cheikh Sidia au debut de XX® siecle: 1'extreme bord de 
la langue touche les molaires "sans toucher aux dents 
de devant. Le milieu de la langue doit venir s'appliquer 
au milieu [des incisives de la mSchoire superieure]..." 

All of the hedging (e.g., "tendant," "telle que nous 
avons pu 1'entendre") makes one reluctant to rely on this 
report. The reference to Sheikh Sidia's Wasit compounds this 
reluctance since, according to Colin (1930b:138), that work 
describes ^ as an emphatic o (dal). However, Cohen's report 
is not isolated. Kamffmeyer (18^9:204) has pointed out that 
"j> vielleicht = 1" in the word iriarala, which the Polyglotta 
Africana (Koelle 1854:149) gives as the word for "sick" in 
the Arabic dialect of Adirar. Adirar is, of course. 



Source of the Loanwords - 87 


Mauritanian Adrar, the old homeland of the Lamtuna tribe men¬ 
tioned above. Kamffmeyer could have omitted the "perhaps" 
since there is another example of 1 for !f in the Polyglotta's 
Kdirar column: lafada pi. lufdu "frog" (Kamffmeyer's #210 = 
Koelle 1854:141) <dafda^. Of course, this is only one of sev¬ 
eral different renderings of the Adrar in the Polyglotta, 
including d, r, r (=g) and ds (=c). And other sources give 
mridh as the word for "sick" in Mauritanian Arabic (Basset 
1909:306, Faidherbe 1887:126-7). 

It must be admitted that we have not had much success in 
our attempt to show that the Berber tribes from which the 
Almoravid warriors were recruited pronounced ^ as i in recit¬ 
ing the Qur'^an. But not all of the Almoravids were Sanhaja 
Berbers — some of their leaders, in particular their reli¬ 
gious leaders and teachers, were brought in from the outside. 
We know, for example, that the founder of the movement him¬ 
self, Ibn YasTn, was brought from Morocco by the Sanhaja 
ruler Yahya ibn Ibrahim to "teach his semi-pagan tribesmen 
the true doctrine" (Trimingham 1962:22). Similarly, when 
the Sanhaja chieftain Abu Bakr ibn “^Umar returned to the 
desert from Morocco, he brought with him a man who had al¬ 
ready established himself as a teacher of theology in the 
Maghreb: Muhammad ibn al-Hasan al-Hadrami (Moraes Farias 

1967:855). This Almoravid teacher and holy man is mentioned 
in several medieval works and he is a major figure in the 
legends and historical traditions of many Mauritanian tribes 
today. These traditions associate the "Imam al-Hadrami" 
with Abu Bakr's battles against the Negroes, -and one of them 
states that he came from Morocco to the Sahara with Abu Bakr 
"to islamize the Negro and white unbelievers" (loc. cit.). 

In light of these traditions, Moraes Farias (ibid., 861) be¬ 
lieves that the ImSn al-Hadraml "may have been as important 
as Ibn YasTn, as far as religious teaching and proselytism 
are concerned," especially among the blacks. 

The Imam's nisba — al-HadramT — refers of course to 
his (or his parents') place of origin in South Arabia. A 
second nisba reported by a medieval source (ibid., 855) — 
al-MurSdt — refers to a tribe known to have lived in South 
Arabia (Levi Della Vida 1933). Has the loanword-trail led 
us back once again to South Arabia and the lateral Hadrami 
<>? Naturally it seems fantastic to attribute so many loan¬ 
words in so many languages to one man (although, in actual 
fact, we may be dealing with the diffusion of one reading 
tradition rather than many loanwords). 

On the other hand, we must keep in mind that the Imam 
al-Hadrami lived at a turning point in the religious history 
of West Africa — a turning point marked by the fall of the 
Soninke empire of Gana. He may even have presided over the 
mdss conversions that ensued. These forced conversions, as 
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we have seen, set off a great chain reaction in the Sudan, 
for the Soninke became missionaries themselves, and their con¬ 
verts in turn converted others (Trimingham 1962:31). 

Thus, it is just barely possible that one very active 
teacher in the right place at the right time could have left 
his dialectal imprint on a huge number of converts who had 
known nothing of Arabic before their conversion. Certainly, 
there is at least one loanword which can be plausibly traced 
back to him: the omnipresent '^al-kali. This is by far the 
most widespread of all the loanwords we have collected with 
I for and therefore probably one of the earliest. It may be 
only a coincidence that, according to both of the extant me¬ 
dieval sources about the Im^ al-HadramI, his position was 
that of gadr, or, as he himself would have pronounced it, 
gall. But it seems more likely that the name of this high re¬ 
ligious office, in its present phonetic shape at least, was 
given to it by one of its first and most famous occupants. 

Appendix 

During the time when the above chapter was being written, 
the present writer was unaware of Kampffmeyer's theory (1899: 
16) that "nach Centralafrika hin eine Einwanderung von 
Sudarabien her stattgefunden hat, die von dem Einfluthen der 
Araber in Nordafrika ganz und gar zu trennen ist." This 
theory, brought to the writer's attention by Prof. Federico 
Corriente, seems to account for many of the facts discussed in 
this chapter (especially the abundance of evidence for lateral 
> in the Sudan versus the absence of such evidence in North 
Africa), but more facts are needed before any firm conclusions 
can be reached. 


^Bargery did not, however, recognize the Arabic origin of liyafa. 

2l am greatly indebted to Professor Haim Blanc for this reference and 
for the reference to Gouilly further down on this page. 

^The one example that was cited by Greenberg (1947:88) — Hausa muliddi 
"envious person" < muzldd — does not hold water since no root zdd occurs in 
the Arabic dictionaries. Greenberg apparently copied this etymology from 
Bargery 1934, his acknowledged (Greenberg 1947:9) source, without realizing 
that Bargery transliterates with z instead of d (cf. az-zuhay in Bargery 
1934 s.v. layya) . Interestingly enough, he was not as faithful to Bargery's 
gloss: "a cantankerous person, one with whom it is hard to get on." This 

translation, given also by Abraham 1962 (s.v.), makes a relationship between 
muliddi and liddi "opposite" ( < didd) almost certain. Most of the standard 
dictionaries do not give ddd in the fourth form, but Dozy 1967(s.v.) has 
three references for mudidd, the most pertinent of which is a reference to 
Alcala's Vocabulista ([1505] 1928). Alcala uses Arabic didd ( < didd) to 
render both porfia en mal "stubbornness in a bad sense, pig-headedness" and 
porfia en bien "stubbornness in a good sense, perseverence," but the parti¬ 
ciple mudid, mudidj.n seems to mean "stubborn" only in the bad sense, for it 
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renders porfiado en esta manera "stubborn in this way" which comes immediate¬ 
ly after porfia en mal. It is well known that Andalusian Arabic was closely 
related to the Arabic spoken in Africa, and so there can be no doubt that 
muliddi "cantankerous" = mudid "stubborn in a bad way" = mudidd. 

^But cf. the appendix to this chapter. 

^Cf. also Lacroix 1967:188. 

know of no instance where foreigners have transcribed a fricative- 
lateral with a simple 1. 

^See the beginning of chapter viii. 



vm. 

Evidence from Loanwords for Lateral in Arabic (IV) 


ARABIC LOANWORDS IN EAST AFRICA (GEEZ, GURAGE, HARARI, TIGRE, 

SWAHILI, SOMALI) 

After all the examples of 1 for in West Africa, the 
absence of such examples in East Africa is very striking. 
Several languages of Ethiopia, both ancient (Geez) and modern 
(Gurage, Harari, Tigre), have been combed for Arabic loan¬ 
words by Leslau (1956a,b,c; 1958)^ but no examples of 1 for 
> have turned up (the usual rendering is with d). 

The Arabic loanwords in Swahili have been treated many 
times (e.g., Krumm 1932, Ruzicka 1953, Wald n.d.; cf. also 
Snoxall 1938) but, so far as I know, no genuine^ examples of 
1 for ,> have been discovered. 

The only East African language for which I have- found a 
report of Arabic loanwords with 1 for is Somali. Reinisch 
(1903:12) has a list of twelve examples, including: 3 

arli "country" <'^ard 

hayl "menstruating" <hayd "menstruation" 

raalli "content" <radi 

• 

Unfortunately, these loanwords have little independent value 
as evidence for lateral > in view of the proximity of Somali¬ 
land to South Arabia.^ The same is true of the report, con¬ 
tained in a remarkable mini-dialect survey by the tenth cen¬ 
tury linguist Ibn JinnT^ (Kitab al-Tanbih apud Al-JazarT, 

Kitab al-Tamhid, 43) that the Zayali*^ pronounced > as an em¬ 
phatic 1: 

mina 1-^arabi man yaj^alu d-dSda za'^an mutlaqan fi jaml^'i 
kalamihim.. .wa-minhum man la yuwassiluha '^ila muxrajiha 
bal yuxrijuh'3. dunahu mamzujatan bi-t-ta'^i 1-muhmalati la 
yaqdaruna ^ala gayri ^lika wa-hum '^aktaru l-misriyyina 
wa-ba^du '^ahli 1-garbi wa-minhum man yuxrijuha laman 
mufaxxamatan wa-humu z-zay'Sli’^ wa-man dahShum. 

Some of the Arabs make dad into za"? unconditionally in 
all of their utterances... And some of them do not make it 
at its place of articulation; rather they articulate it 
elsewhere mixed with ta"^, being incapable of doing 
otherwise. These are the Egyptians and some of the 
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Westerners. And some of them articulate it as an em¬ 
phatic lam. These are the Zayali*^ and people like them. 

Several scholars^ have quoted this passage without iden¬ 
tifying the Zayali*^'; Professor Haim Blanc was kind enough to 
inform me that the Zayali'^' are the people of Zayla*^, ^ and that 
they are discussed at some length by Yaqut in Mu^jam al- 
Buldan (s.v.). Zayla*!' was a little state "formed and ruled 
generally by local dynasties of Somalized Arabs or Somali 
strongly influenced by Arabic culture" (Cerulli 1927:468). 

A distinctive Zayla*^ culture emerged in the course of time as 
well as a Zayla'^' dialect "which was a blend of Arabic, Somali 
and ’^Afar" (Lewis 1960:218) . Its port — one of the chief 
ports of early Abyssinia — was still in use in the early part 
of this century (Grohmann 1933b:1198) and the name Zeila still 
appears on the map (near the western border of the Somali 
Republic, facing South Yemen across the Gulf of Aden), but 
"today Zeila is deserted, an empty place of criimbling mosques 
and saints' tombs and its ancient population has almost com¬ 
pletely disappeared" (Lewis 1960:218). 

Could this ancient outpost of Arabia have been the source 
of the Arabic loanwrods in Somali with 1 for >? Now that the 
people of Zayla*^ have disappeared, and with them their dia¬ 
lect, we may never know. 


wish to thank Professor Haim Blanc for providing me with the refer¬ 
ences ^o these articles by Leslau. 

By a curious coincidence (if it is indeed a coincidence), F. Stuhl- 
mann, Beitrage zur Kulturgeschichte von Ostafrika, Berlin 1909:112, derives 
sermala "Zimmermann" from a non-existent Arabic sirmadd, according to Krumm 
(1932:27). Like Krumm, I have been unable to find this word in the diction¬ 
aries {LisSn al-'>Arab, Taj al-’-Rrus, etc.) , but I still feel that there must 
be some kernel of fact, however small, in Stuhlmann's derivation. 

■^These are three of five examples whose meaning I was able to verify 
using Abraham 1962a. The other two were libol "alive" and laba "two." 

^One receives the impression from modern travel accounts that natives 
of the two areas often visit and reside in each other's countries. Thus, 
Krapf collected his Mehri and Shahari word-lists from native South Arabians 
living on the Somali coast (Ewald 1846:310), while Phillips describes in sev¬ 
eral places (1966:164,166,203,230) his contacts with Somalis in ZufHr. 

^Bravmann (1934:53) and Bouvat (1913:307) quote the same text — the 
former citing Muhammad Maki as his source, the latter citing Abu Mohammad 
Sayyid ^Ali Al-Nuri. I am greatly indebted to Professor Haim Blanc for in¬ 
forming me that the text also occurs in Al-JazarT's KifSb al-Tamhid and for 
sending me a photostat of the text. 

°Cf. the preceding footnote. 

^ZaySll'' is, of course, the broken plural of Zayla’^t. 



IX. 

Evidence from Ruldayu - R^y for Lateral If in Arabic 


By far the oldest piece of evidence for lateral if dates 
from the reign of the Assyrian king Esarhaddon (680-669 BCE). 
This king restored to the Arabs of Adumatu (Biblical Duma(h), 
the Dumat al-Jandal of the Arab geographers, modern Jawf) 
deities which his father, Sennacherib, had taken from them. 

The deities are actually named in a contemporary royal in¬ 
scription (Borger 1956:53, Pritchard 1969:291): Atarsamayin 
(A-tar-sa-ma-a-a-in), Day, Nuhay (Nu-ha-a-a), Ruldayu 
(Ru-ul-da/ta-a-a-u), Abirillu, Atarquruma. 

It was probably obvious from the start that Atarsamayin 
was Attar (earlier Attar) of Heaven, known throughout the 
Semitic world under the names Istar and “^Astart (Astarte) . 

But it was not until 1956 that Jacques Ryckmans (1956:5) and 
Riekele Borger (1956:53) identified more of them. 

According to Ryckmans, Ruldayu and Nuhay are the same as 
Rdw or Rdy^ and Nhy, pre-Islamic deities who are often invoked 
in Thamudic^ and Safaitic inscriptions. This identification 
was strengthened by the fact that Rdw-Rdy had already at the 
beginning of the century (Dussaud 1903:60) been equated with 
the Rabi'^'ite and Tayyite deity Ruda^ (Lane [1874] 1968 s.v., 
Wellhausen 1961:58) whose vowels are nearly identical with 
those of Ruldayu — the one difference being the result of a 
well-known sound change in Arabic, ayu > a. 


Borger's 1956 rendering of Ruldayu as Rudau (p. 53, line 
11) makes it clear that his discovery of the Ruldayu = Ruda^ 
equation was independent of Ryckmans', but it was not until 
1957 that he published an article explaining his rendering. 

He went further than Ryckmans in adducing this equation 
(1957:10) as a proof that "d damals,wenigstens in Nordarabien, 
lateral ausgesprochen wurde." 

Other scholars have been noticeably cautious in report¬ 
ing this discovery (Fischer 1968:56, Winnett and Reed 1970: 

76). It will not be superfluous, therefore, to present fur¬ 
ther evidence in favor of the equation. 

First, there is the rendering of j> with Id or It. This 
is paralleled in the Spanish and Portuguese borrowings from 
Arabic:^ alcalde < '^al-gadi "the judge," arrabalde < 

'^ar-rabad "the suburb" and albayalde < "^al-bayad "white lead." 
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It is also paralleled in transcriptions of the MSA d made by 
field workers over the last century. Bent (1900:441), for 
example, gives Kaldi as the word for "judge" in Socotri. The 
word for "giaest" in Mehri is Idif (or dlif) according to von 
Maltzan (1873:259). Matthews (1969:23) reports a name '?Aldi 
in Shahari which is obviously identical with the Shahari name 
Azi (z = d) reported by Thomas (1937:281).^ It is clear then 
that Id is a perfectly normal way for foreigners to represent 
^ and that the equation Ruldayu = Rdy = Ruda is phonetically 
unimpeachable. 

In addition to the linguistic evidence, there is epi- 
graphic evidence which strongly supports the Ruldayu = Rda 
(Rdw) equation. Winnett and Reed (1970:75,80) have published 
four inscriptions from the Jawf area which invoke Rdw. The 
reader will recall that it was from Jawf (ancient Adumatu) 
that Sennacherib carried off Atarsamayin, Nuhay, Ruldayu, etc. 

One of the four inscriptions, found only thirty miles 
from Jawf (in Sakakah) and written in the Jawfian script, 
reads (according to Jamme 1972:524) as follows: 

hrdw wnhy w'^trsmn s'^'d n*^! wddy 

O Rdw and Nhy and “^trsnin, help and Ddy. 

In this remarkable text it is clear that '^trsmn and Nhy are 
Assyrian Atarsamayin and Nuhay. There can be no doubt,then, 
that the third deity invoked in this inscription, Rdw, is also 
one of the deities carried off by Sennacherib from this very 
area. 


^"The Safaitic Arabs worshipped the god under two aspects, RDW and 
RDY, possibly the evening and morning stars respectively." (Winnett and Reed 
1970:75.) Only Rdw occurs in Thamudic inscriptions. 

^More precisely, Thamudic inscriptions of the Najd” type as opposed to 
Hijazi and TabukI (Winnett and Reed 1970:76,80). 

^There are two spellings of this name in Arabic: Rdy (with histor¬ 

ical y still preserved in the orthography but not pronounced), corresponding 
to Ruldayu and Safaitic Rdy, and Rda ( with a reflecting original final 
-awu) corresponding to Safaitic Rdw. 

^Borger spells the name Ruda’ but I have been unable to find this 
spelling in the soirrces. 

^See above, chapter v. I should point out, however, that the Spanish 
examples may not be exactly comparable to Ruldayu if Id in the former comes 
from dl by metathesis as Martinet (1953:74) supposes. As Martinet points 
out, dl > Id is a regular Spanish sound-change. It converted Vulgar Latin 
sequences like dul, til, ttul, tul and thul into Old Spanish Id instead of 
the expected dl (Malkiel 1950:105,110). Germanic dil was also metathesized 
into Id in Tuelda < Theodlla (ibid. , 112). Most important of all for 
Martinet's argument, but overlooked by him, is the treatment of Arabic tl 
and til in Old Spanish: arrelde < ’ar-ratl "a weight — 4 1/2 grams in 
modern Egypt" and balde < batil "(in) vain” (Neuvonen 1941:296, Griffin 
1961:57, Malkiel 1950:116). 
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It is also interesting to note, for the purposes of comparison, that 
Arabic 1 is on rare occasions also rendered by Id in Spanish and Portuguese: 
Old Spanish galdifa (alongside the more common (al)califa) < xallfa "Caliph" 
and Old Portuguese cabilda (alongside cabila in Old Portuguese and Old 
Spanish) < qabila "tribe " (Malkiel 1950:116). This is a very marginal ren 
dering, however. 

^Both men report that the name is the Shahari equivalent of Arabic 
'^Ali. This is comprehensible in light of the Shahari sound-change 1 > k / i 
see the section entitled "Shahari!^" in chapter iii. 



X. 

Evidence from Qisda - Qilda for Lateral iP in Arabic 


We have already pointed out that the Arabic phoneme which 
corresponds etymologically to MSA /i/ is Though pronounced 

[s] today, and [s] or [ 5 ] in the standard Arabic of 
Sibawaihi's dayl, there is evidence that at an earlier period 
(or in a different dialect) Arabic o" was a fricative-lateral. 

The evidence comes from a pair of doublets reported in 
Lisan al-’^Arab s.v. qilda on the authority of the ninth- 
century grammarian Al-Kisa?!: 

yugSIu li-tufli s-samni 1-qildatu wa-l-gisdatu 
wa-l-kud'Sdah. 

The sediment of clarified butter is called qilda or 
qisda or kud'Sda. 

Brockelmann included these doublets in his Grundriss (1908: 
235) but it was not until Cantineau's masterful Cours ([1941] 
1960:63) that the doublets were adduced in support of the lat¬ 
eral hypothesis.^ The doublets were of crucial importance 
for Cantineau's argxament since he had no other evidence for 
the existence of a voiceless fricative-lateral in Arabic, or, 
for that matter, any other Semitic sub-group besides MSA. 
Strangely enough, in spite of the crucial importance of this 
evidence, he failed to exploit it fully. 

As an isolated phenomenon, a pair of doublets like qisda 
- qilda may be interpreted in many ways, not all of which 
strengthen the lateral hypothesis. But taken together with 
two other pairs of doxoblets (one of which is cited by 
Cantineau in another connection), it provides compelling evi¬ 
dence for the existence of a lateral at some xindetermined^ 
time in the history of Arabic or even Pre-Arabic: 

'^idtaja^a - '^iltaja^a^ "he lay down (on his side)" 
jadd^ - jald "hard" 

At first glance, jadd - jald seems different from 
'^idtaja^a - '^iltaja^a and qisda - qilda — so different in 
fact that Brockelmann dealt with it separately and Cantineau 
ignored it completely. In idtaja<^a - '^iltajafa the change 
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was clearly to 1, since the root which appears in all other 
environments is dj''. The same is true of qisda - qilda, where 
the root of qisda appears in the form qusada while the root of 
qilda appears nowhere else. In jadd - jald, on the other hand 
the doublet with 1 seems to be original, judging from the syn¬ 
onym jalid "hard" and plural forms like '^ajlad and jilad and 
from the lack of such forms corresponding to jadd. According¬ 
ly, native grammarians and modern scholars present jadd and 
iltaja^a as the products of two different sound-changes. 

Actually, the difference is only apparent. Assuming 
that the direction of the sound-change is > I, we can 

easily explain i > > as a hyper-correction. Whether jadd is 
only a hyper-correct spelling (and is to be read [jald]) or 
whether it represents a hyper-correct pronunciation (and is 
to be read [jadd]) cannot be decided. 

Again, at first glance, idtaja^a - '^iltaja^a and jadd - 
jald do not seem all that similar to qisda - qilda, since they 
involve and 1 rather than and i. Closer examination, how¬ 
ever, reveals that they are tied to qi^da - qilda by the fact 
that in all of them the free variation occurs before apical 
stops.^ The importance of this similarity cannot be exagger¬ 
ated, for it is only this link which allows us to explain the 
more obscure doublets involving and I in the light of the 
other, better understood doublets with and i. I say that 
the doublets with and 1 are better understood because 
STbawaihi's description of the as a fricative-lateral pro¬ 
vides a clear phonetic rationale for the change from > to i 
before homorganic (i.e. apical) stops; since was basically 
a velarized 1 plus audible friction, a shift from to 1 in¬ 
volved only a loss of friction. Such a change is perfectly 
in order before a homorganic non-fricative. 

This is where the link established by the apical stops 
comes into play; for if loss of friction is the operative 
mechanism in > > l/_apical stop, it is reasonable to suppose 
that it is the operative mechanism in > l/_apical stop as 
well. Now, a loss of friction will not ordinarily turn s into 
1, but it will turn i into 1, which could then easily become 
voiced to 1 before d. * 

Thus, seen in the context of > l/_apical stop, the 
sound-change > l/_apical stop becomes a convincing argu¬ 
ment for the lateral hypothesis. Cantineau failed to point 
out that context, thereby leaving the qisda - qilda doublets 
open to many other interpretations. 

Cantineau also overlooked crucial evidence from what may 
be the only living Arabic dialect which has preserved ,> as a 
fricative-lateral, apparently because he was unaware that such 
a dialect existed.® Rhodokanakis' description (1911:82) of 
the (North) Arabic dialect of Zufar contains the following 
remarkable statement. 



97 


Vor^nichtspirantischem Dental (t) wird d zu i, z.B. 
eltbget 72,10 yaltag 109,21 (Brockelmann SBaj, in 
unserem Falle s.o. wohl nur, indem schon d die 
Zungenstellung von t,t vorbereitet); meist wird aber 
eltbget, yaltag gesprochen. 

Here we see precisely the same alternation of <> with I that 
we found in '^idtaja^a - iltaja'^a, in precisely the same en¬ 
vironment. The parallel was also noticed by Rhodokanakis, as 
we see from his reference to Brockelmann. 

Another example of this alternation is found in Socotri 
where the root db*^ occurs unchanged in sedab^ek "j'ai 
considere comme peu nombreux" but alternates with lb'' in 
cltabe^en "j'ai une petite part" (Ruzicka 1909:171, Leslau 
1938:360). Surprisingly, Socotri has the same alternation 

of d with 1 before s and s as well: 

• 

*lirhad "to wash" (literally: "that he may wash") ~ 
lirhal-s "to wash her" (Leslau 1938:30) 

*imerod "il a soigne" ~ imerol-s "il I'a soigne" (loc. 
cit.) 

Socotri also has an alternation of s with 1, a parallel 
we would have taken up sooner had it not been for the fact 
that this alternation apparently takes place only before s 
and s: 

*i'^os "il pousse" ~ i'^ol-s "il le pousse" (ibid., 32) 
*ihes "il aide" ~ ifyel-s "il I'aide" (loc. cit.) 

Leslau gives no examples of s > l/_apical stop and a se^arch 
through his Lexique reveals only counter-examples: mistihi 
"triste" ( < se'^e "se soucier" ibid., 423-4) and mistef 
"qui a la levre fendue" (ibid., 428). 

All of these parallels overlooked by Cantineau and 
mutatis mutandis by Leslau give qisda - qilda great weight 
as evidence for lateral They also have an interesting 

by-product: a possible explanation for the Arabic do\jblets 
raka<^a - rakala "kick (esp. a horse, to make it run)" (Lane 
[1874] 1968 s.v.) and markad - markal "the place on a horse's 
body which the rider kicks to make it run" (loc. cit.). 

Let us assume that originally only rkc^ existed. When 
this root was conjugated in the perfect, where half of the 
suffixes begin with t, it was no doubt affected by the sound- 
change (d > l/_apical stop) which we have discovered. If so, 
the following paradigm resulted: 
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rakaltu 
rakalta 
rakalti 
rakada 

rakadat 

• 


rakadna 
rakalturn 
rakaltunna 
rakadu 
rakadna 


Thus rkl (which today occurs in all environments) may have 
been created out of forms like rakaltu, etc. On the other 
hand, it is just as possible (and simpler) to assume that 
rakala originated in one of those dialects which merged d 
with (velarized) 


^See chapter iii, fn. 30, and chapter xi, fn. 2. 

^Both Brockelmann and Cantineau give the meaning of qisda - qilda as 
"a kind of plant full of milky sap" but LisSn al-'^Arab has this meaning only 
for qisda. The meaning common to both qisda and qilda is "sediment of clar¬ 
ified butter." 

'^Al-Kisa'^I' s life-time provides, of course, a terminus ante quern for 
the change qisda > qilda, but no terminus post quern can be given. 

“^This form occurs in a verse by Manzur ibn Hcibba al-AsadT (Cantineau 
[1941] 1960:55), presxanably of the tribe of Asad located near the Euphrates 
(Caskel 1960:684). 

^According to Al-SuyutX's Muzhir (p. 228), this form occurs in the 
Diwan al-Adab of Al-Farabi, who may be identical with the famous Turkish 
philosopher of the same name. 

^The grammarians who reported these doublets differ from the present 
writer concerning the conditioning of > > 1 or 1 > j”, e.g. Sibawaihi (p. 

480) : 

wa-mitlu ^lika qawlu ba'^di 1-'^arabi Itaja'^a fl dtaja'^a 
'^abdala 1-lama makana d-dada karahiyata Itiqa'^i 
1-mutbaqayni fa-'^abdala makanaha '>aqraba 1-hurufi minha 
fl 1-muxraji wa-l-'^inhirafi wa-qad buyyina ^lika. 

Similar to that is the utterance il^aja^a for '^i^fajd'^a) 
of some Arabs who put lam in place of ^ad out of an aversion 
for the meeting of two emphatics [i.e., in sequences like 
df] , replacing t^d with the consonant closest to it in 
place of articulation and "deviation" [from the median 
line of the palate] — this has already been explained. 


We need not worry about contradicting Sibawaihi on this point. It is 
true that Sibawaihi had an intimate acquaintance with the fricative- 
lateral if>, but he seems to have had no evidence for a sound-change i> > 1/ 

_ emphatic beyond the word '^iltaja’^a taken from a poem. As a result, we are 
justified in wondering whether the supposed aversion of Arabs or Arabic to a 
sequence of two emphatics is not in reality an ad hoc explanation. For Al- 
Suyutl's ad hoc explanation of jadd - jald see chapter xi, fn. 3. 

"^But cf. chapter ii, fn. 32. 

®Cf. his statement (1960:56): "En dehors de ces deux dialectes 
[Andalusian Arabic and Datinl Arabic], il ne reste plus de traces de la 
prononciation laterals du dad. En conclusion, qu'il soit passe a ^ ou a 1, 
on peut dire que le dad a disparu des dialectes arabes modernes." 

^Cf. chapter ii. 



XL 

Evidence from a Ninth-Century Grammarian for Lateral iP 
in [Pre-] Arabic 


We have seen that there is evidence that iP was a lateral 
at some undetermined time in the history of Arabic or even 
Pre-Arabic. Additional evidence for lateral this time of a 
more historically concrete nature, comes from a hitherto neg¬ 
lected statement attributed to Al-Kisa'^T (born c. 805) , Stba- 
waihi's famous contemporary and rival 

Sibawaihi himself knows nothing of a lateral o“. In his 
"approved" phonetic system, sin, like jim and yS"?, is produced 
between the middle of the tongue and the middle of the palate^ 
(Sibawaihi, p. 453) — not between the edge of the tongue and 
the corresponding adjacent teeth as in the case of dad and 
lam. Sibawaihi also reports an approved voiced variant (the 
sin which is like jim, p. 452) but no lateral variant, ap¬ 
proved or unapproved. It is important to realize, however, 
that this omission does not in any way damage the credibility 
of the tradition we are about to cite, since what the tradi¬ 
tion reports is a dialectal pronunciation and Sibawaihi was 
not particularly interested in the Arab dialects (Rabin 1951: 
7) . 

The tradition in question, reported by Kofler (1940:92) 
from Taj al-^Arus (s.v. mudt) , is in the form of a comment¬ 
ary on the word mudt: 

Qala 1-Kisa'^i: hiya lugatun li-rabi^ata wa-l-yamani 
yaj’^aluna s-sina dadan bayna s-sini wa-d-dadi gayra 
xalisatin, '^ay laysat bi-dadin sahihatin wa-la sinin 
sahihatin; wa-yaquluna '^aydani dtari li mitla star! IT. 

Al-Kisa''*I said: It is a dialectal variant of Rabl'^ah 
and the Yemen(ites) who make sin into a dad which is be¬ 
tween sin and dad (and is) impure, i.e. neither a real 
dad nor a real sin; they also say '^idtari li = '^istari 
li "buy for me." 

Now, statements like yaj^aluna s-sina dadan "they make 
sin into dad" in medieval works on Arabic grammar cannot in¬ 
variably be accepted at face value, for, though they sound 
like general rules, based on empirical data which the author 
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has simply neglected to report, they can at times be ad hoc 
rules (Blanc 1967a:299) possessing no more empirical value 
than the doublet they were made up to explain. 

This is evidently not true of our passage, however, for 
it goes beyond what anyone could reasonably have inferred 
from the mudt - must doublets. One cannot help but notice 
that the author of this passage was trying his best to des¬ 
cribe a phone which he had heard with his own ears — a 
phone which did not exist in standard Arabic but which was 
close to j>. That phone can only have been [i] , as I shall 
now try to show. 

We know that > was 1) emphatic, 2) voiced, 3) fricative, 
4) lateral in Al-Kisa'?T's time from the description of his 
contemporary, Sibawaihi. If the RabI*!'ite and Yemenite iP 
sounded to Al-Kisa"?! like an "impure" j>, it must have lacked 
one or two of these features — but not just any one or two. 
It cannot have lacked the lateral feature for, if it had, 
Al-Kisa'?i would have said, "they make dad into za?."^ It can¬ 
not have lacked the fricative feature, for in that case, he 
would have said, "they make dad into lam mufaxxama (velar- 
ized lam) 

The point is that these two features are essential in¬ 
gredients of the and any phone which did not have them both 
would not be aptly compared to the Voicing and the empha¬ 
tic feature, on the other hand, are redundant in the j>, for 
no other Arabic phone is classified as both rixwa "fricative" 
and min haffati 1-lisan "lateral" — de-voice or de-emphasize 
a and it will remain recognizable as a albeit an "im¬ 
pure" p. It follows that Al-Kisa'?T must have been reporting 
a voiceless and/or unemphatic fricative-lateral. 

This also follows from the phrase "between sXn and dad." 
Since both of these are fricatives, anything between them 
wou].d certainly be a fricative. Combining the other features 
we get [z] (emphatic or unemphatic) and [i](emphatic or unem¬ 
phatic) as possibilities. The former phone is an unlikely 
choice, however, since it would have been easily and more 
clearly described as '^as-sinu 1-lati ka-l-jim "the sin which 
is like jim" (Slbawaihi, 452). 

The reference to Yemen clinches the point, for Yemen, 
which classically included Zufar and the Mahra country 
(Grohmann 1933a:1250), is precisely the area where i/ is 
realized [i ] \intil this very day. Of course, it is not 
Arabic o“ which is so realized but MSA lA — or rather the MSA 
phoneme which corresponds to Arabic i/ and is written with the 
same symbol by MSA speakers (e.g. Carter's informant). But 
the ancestor of MSA may have been intelligible to Arabs in 
the ninth century C.E. Even if it wasn't, individual cognates 
are and were easily recognizable, so the correspondence of 
MSA i to Arabic s must have been widely known, especially to 
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bilinguals. It is even possible that native speakers of MSA 
used i in their Arabic as well. 

We see, then, that Al-Kisa'^i's description of the Yemen¬ 
ite when interpreted as above, accords with what we know 
of in that area today. If the Mesopotamian tribe of 
Rabl'^ah had the same o^, it follows that the realization of 
as [s] is an innovation, since the common ancestor of MSA and 
the Rabl^ah dialect must be the ancestor of every Arabic 
dialect, and in that ancestor was realized [i]. 


Cf. also the passage from Ibn Ya'^'Is quoted in chapter iv, fn. 11. 

^Many students of STbawaihi have interpreted this description as re¬ 
ferring to [ 5 ] (i.e., a sound like Spanish q, Polish s or the German "ich- 
Laut") rather than [§], but two leading experts (Blanc and Blau) are scep¬ 
tical, see chapter iii, fn. 30. Everyone agrees, however, that since it 
contains no reference to haffatu 1-lisZn, it does not describe a lateral. 
Furthermore, STbawaihi tells us explicitly that > has no non-emphatic 
counterpart, although this is not decisive since voiceless t would not be 
the exact non-emphatic counterpart of the voiced Jp. 

good example is found in Al-SuyutT's Kitab al-Muzhir (p. 228): 
wa-fT dlwSni l-'>adabi li-l-fWrSbl rajulun jaddun ’ay 
jaldun, yaj^aluna 1-lama dadan ma’^a 1-jJmi "fida sakanati 
1-lSm. 

And in the DlwSn al-'>Adab by Al-FarabI: xajul jadd, 
that is jald 'a hard man'; they make J3m into (^d in 
the vicinity of jXm when the ISm is not followed by a 
vowel. 

This very detailed rule seems tailored to fit tlie doublets jadd - jald 
and no other. It cannot even be considered a general rule about the doublets 
(i.e. "they habitually pronounce jald as jadd") for, by Al-Suyutl's own ad¬ 
mission, he found the form jadd in an older literary work. In conclusion, it 
is interesting to note that the Arab grammarians had the terminology for dis¬ 
tinguishing a general rule from an ad hoc one, as we see in the following 
passage by Ibn Jinni, quoted by Al-JazarT in Kitab al-Tamhld (p. 43): mina 
l-’^arabi man yaj''alu d-dada za'^an mutlaqan fi jaml''i kalamihim "Some of the 
Arabs make <^d into za’ unconditionally in all of their utterances." 

^Cp. Ibn Jinni's statement quoted in the previous footnote. 

Cp. Ibn Jinni's statement quoted in chapter viii, the anonymous tra¬ 
dition quoted in chapter vii, Al-SuyutT's statement quoted in fn. 3 of this 
chapter, and STbawaihi's statement quoted in chapter x, fn. 6 . 

^STbawaihi, who was interested mainly in standard pronunciations ap¬ 
proved for Qur’an readers, says that it "goes out of the language" (p. 455), 
i.e. ceases to exist. 



XII. 

Evidence from ArabicDoublets for Lateral ^ 
in [Pre-] Arabic 


We have already considered two pieces of evidence for 
lateral in (Pre-) Arabic. We now turn to a third piece of 
evidence for lateral which is similar to the first 
(Al-Kisa'^T' s statement that the Rabi'^ite iP sounded like an 
impure » in that it depends on a prior demonstration that ^ 
was a lateral, and to the second (gisda - gilda) in that it 
consists of doublets. Specifically, we will be examining 
pairs of ^ doublets, collected by Kofler (1940), Rabin 
(1951), Fischer (1968), and Kurylowicz (1973), for the pur¬ 
pose of showing that, if ,> was a lateral, iP must have been 
one as well. 


Kofler's doublets must - mudt, have already been dis¬ 
cussed. In the light of Al-Kisa'^T's explanation (whether our 
interpretation of it is right or not) it is questionable 

whether there ever was such a form as mudt. Al-Kisa'?T (or 

• • 

someone else) may simply have written this word with a in 
an attempt to render the Rabi'^ ite-Yemenite phone which was 
between and even though this phone was etymologically a 
On the other hand, Al-Kisa'^1 may have just been guessing 
about the origin of this word. If his guess was wrong, and 
must - mudt are genuine doublets, the sound change which pro¬ 
duced them was probably > ,> /_emphatic This would 
strongly suggest that ip was the emphatic counterpart of 
at some time in history. 

Two more pairs of ip - ^ doublets were discovered by 
Rabin (1951:33): ^illawd - illaws "jackal" (ibn Durayd, 

s.v.) and nada - nasa "carry" (Naswan s.v.). Both ^illawd 
and nada are Yemenite forms, according to Rabin's sources, 
but we need not be unduly concerned about the possibility 
that the ip in these words is a rendering of the lateral 
Yemenite ip, for the simple reason that illaws and n'Ssa 
(unlike must) are also given as Yemenite forms. Unless the 
ip of nada and the p of hSsa both represent iP as it was real¬ 
ized in two different dialects or as it was transcribed by 
two different field workers — which is quite unlikely^ — we 
must assiraie that it is not ip but iP which represents the 
voiceless lateral fricative in this pair. The same is true 
of ^illawd - ^illaws. Moreover, only a non-Yemenite would be 
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likely to render the lateral iP with a because only a non- 
Yemenite would make acoustical similarity the sole criterion 
for his choice of a rendering. A native South Arabian like 
Naswan would know that the lateral iP was simply a dialectal 
form of the standard non-lateral iP and would probably repre¬ 
sent it accordingly. On the other hand, it should be kept in 
mind that, even if these doublets are genuine, they can tell 
us only about the North Arabic dialects of South Arabia, 
which may have been subject to South Arabic influence. 

Another collection of ^ - iP doublets, and a rather ex¬ 
tensive one, was published by Fischer (1968:59-60): 


sarr "Boses" 

raasa "(zu Fuss) gehen" 

summaxr "hochmutig" 

sallat yaduhu "seine 
Hand mbge verdorren, 
verschwinden" 

bayyasa 1-lahu wajhahu 
"Gott moge sein Antlitz 
glanzend machen" 

xafas "krankhafte 
Verengung der 
Augenlider" 

gamas "Schwachsichtigkeit" 


hasara "(zum letzten 
Gericht) versammeln" 

xasa’^a "demlitig sein" 

ra^asa "zittern" 


nagasa "wackeln, sich 
bewegen" 


darr "Schaden, Schadigung" 

mada "hindurchgehen, 
vergehen" 

duwmaxr "hochmutig" 
dalla "verloren gehen" 


bayyada "weiss machen" 


xafada "(die Lider) 
senken" 


'^a^ada "die Augen 
schliessen, 
blinzeln" 

hadara "anwesend sein, 
ansassig sein" 

xada^a "demutig sein" 

ra^ada "zittern, beben, 
sich winden" 

nagada "hin- und 

herwackeln, unruhig 
sein" 


This is also a collection of uneven quality. The best 
doublets in the list are naturally those reported by the na- 
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tive lexicons themselves (sujTimaxr - duwmaxr^; note also the 
very distinctive shape and length of the two words) or at 
least hinted at by them (bayyasa - hayyada^). Most of the 
word-pairs, however, were matched up by Fischer on the basis 
of dictionary definitions, and they range from near-perfect 
synonyms (xasa'^a - xada'^a) to words whose meanings have been 
subtly distorted to make them match {xafas - xafada^). 

The largest collection of > - (P doublets is that of 
Kurylowicz (1973:28): 

basaka "to cut" badaka "to cut off" 

hasa'^a "to set fire" hada'^a "idem" 

xaga'^a "to be humble, xada^a "idem" 

subservient" 

sabita V [sic, for dabata [sic, for dabata?) 

sabata?) "to sieze" "idem" 

saxaza "to tear out one's daxaza "idem" 
eye" 

^afaza "to kick" dafaza "idem" 

gas'S'5 "to cover" gad's "idem" 

faSa "to spread" fads "to be spacious" 

qasa^a V "to be qada^a V "idem" 

scattered" 

masaga "to chew" madaga "idem" 

nasifa "to be sucked up" nadafa "to suck dry (the 

udder)" 

hasama "to break" hadama "idem" 

wassaha "to comment a waddaha "to make clear" 

* • • • 

text" 

The following if - 6^ doublets are rejected by Kurylowicz (loc. 
cit.) on the grounds that root-final if> and o“ "could represent 
independent 'determinatives' (enlargements of biconsonantal 
roots)": 

bayyasa "render one's 
face fair" 


bayyada "idem 
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jahasa "flee" 

jahada 

IV "make 

hasten 

harasa II "edge on, 
instigate" 

harada 

II "idem" 

qarasa "cut off" 

qarada 

"idem" 

ga'^asa "bend" 

qa’^ada 

"idem" 

nagasa "be loose, shake" 

nagada 

"idem" 

jassa "noise" 

jadda 

"idem" 


It is very difficult to evaluate this list, because many of 
the items on it do not appear in standard dictionaries like 
Wehr 1966 and Lane [1874] 1968. It is a pity that the author 
did not cite his sources. Suffice it to say that 
Kurylowicz's use of so many rare and unusual words and his 
readiness to exploit derivative meanings are danger signals, 
which lead one to wonder whether he has heeded the admoni¬ 
tions of Kopf (1954) concerning the proper use of the native 
Arab dictionaries. 

Finally, my own independently collected list includes; 


harrada "goad, prod. 

harrasa 

"instigate, prod, 

incite" 


incite" 

qarada "sever, nibble" 

qarasa 

"gnash teeth, 
nibble" 

n'Sqada "contradict, 

niaqasa 

"argue with" 

oppose" 



da’^^afa "double" 

safa^a 

"double" 


It must be admitted that, taken as a group, the doiablets 
we have examined exhibit no regularity, no coherent set of 
environments pointing to a conditioned sound-change. Never¬ 
theless, there are enough unassailable doublets to justify a 
claim that if and iP were phonetically similar — probably 
emphatic/unemphatic correlates — at some time in the Pre- 
Islamic period. If so, the fact that if was a lateral would 
seem to imply that was a lateral. But there is one loop¬ 
hole here. It is still possible to hold that if became a 
lateral after, or as part of the process by which, if and 
ceased to be paired — indeed this is precisely what Fischer 
holds (cf. also Brockelmann 1908:129). 

Fischer believes that if was realized as an emphatic [z] 
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during the period before it became a lateral, and that his 
doublets were created during that same period. This solution 
would certainly make and o“ phonetically similar (especial¬ 
ly since he makes the ancestor of iP an unemphatic '&) and 
would furthermore,as Fischer himself points out, greatly in¬ 
crease the symmetry of the Proto-Semitic sound-system (PS s 
would in that case possess voiced and emphatic counterparts, 
and there would no longer be a gap in the d-s-? triad). 

Unfortunately, this solution, though superficially 
attractive, raises more questions than it answers. If PS s 
was voiced, why are all of its modern reflexes voiceless? 

Why, for example, did s merge with s in Hebrew and Aramaic 
rather than z? Secondly, if PS d was realized [z] and PS s 
was realized [z], why are these phonemes so extremely un¬ 
stable in the Semitic languages? — after all, z ( < classi¬ 
cal j) is not unstable in the modern Arabic dialects. Why 
should a s realized [z] be any less stable than its voiceless 
counterpart s? 

Even the gain in symmetry turns out to be more of a 
liability than an asset, once we attempt to explain the 
asymmetrical treatment of the interdentals in Hebrew and 
Phoenician (*t > S but d > z®). Why didn't the voiced in¬ 
terdental follow the lead of the voiceless interdental and 
merge with z if, as Fischer claims, Proto-Semitic had this 
phone?^ As much as the idea of a symmetrical Proto-Semitic 
system appeals to our esthetic sense, it seems that the sim¬ 
plest explanation for the asymmetry of the above-mentioned 
mergers is that the sound-system was not symmetrical to be¬ 
gin with. 

Finally, Fischer's hypothesis seems to ignore the fact 
that, while there is as yet no evidence that the lateral 
realization of goes as far back as Proto-Semitic, the 
occurrence of lateral !j> in both Arabic and MSA does seem to 
constitute evidence for a lateral d in Proto-South Semitic 
— evidence that is corroborated by the transcription 
Ruldayu from the first half of the seventh century BCE. 

Since it is unlikely that the doublets we have collected, 
including Fischer's, are older than Proto-South Semitic (if 
only because most of them have no cognates outside of the 
South Semitic languages) it follows that they were probably 
created in a Pre-Arabic dialect with a lateral j>. If so, 
we have one more reason for believing that Pre-Arabic was 
a lateral. 


Appendix 

A pair of d-s^ doublets from ESA (dgr-s^gr "cover") re¬ 
ported by Beeston (1962a:15) could similarly be used to show 
that ESA s2 was a lateral. Doublets are apparently to be 
found in MSA as well (Leslau 1938:30-1; Thomas 1937 passim), 
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but they have no particular value for us since we have direct 
information about both of the MSA phonemes involved. 


^The fact that must has a by-form musutt with the s separated from the 
t, whereas mudt has no by-form, is evidence that the o“ is,original. Cf. also 
Akkadian mustu "comb." 

^Since Naswan was a Yemenite, there is no reason to doubt that he him¬ 
self heard and transcribed both forms. And if the of nEda and the u“ of 
liSsa both represent v* as it was realized in two different dialects, how is it 
possible that a native South Arabian lexicographer was not aware of the hun¬ 
dreds of other pseudo-doublets to be found by comparing these two dialects. 

^Cf. TSj al-^Arus and Lis'Sn al-'^Arab s.v. summaxr. 

^Cf. Taj al-'^Arus s.v. bayyasa; bayyasa 1-1'Shu wajhahu wa-sarrajahu 
bi-l-jlm ’ay bayyadahu wa-hassanahu (but cf. also LisSn al-’^Arab which has 
the same definition minus bayyadahu ). It seems that the bayyasa which means 
bayyada occurs only in this formula and that the change d > s is conditioned 
here by the presence of emphatic 1. We are reminded of Al-Jazari's warning 
(p. 43) that one should be especially careful in pronouncing the of ’ardu 
1-lahi "Allah's land" because of the emphatic lam which follows. On the 
other hand, Al-Jazari gives so many examples with other consonants following 
that the parallel is less striking than it looks. 

^Cf. Wehr's definition (1966) of xafas — "dayblindness, hemeralopia" 

— and xafada — "to lower" (i.e., in position, magnitude, loudness, etc.). 

omit the merger ^ > s since it is not known whether the Pre- 
Canaanite ^ merged first with s or with d. 

'^If the question is asked in the opposite direction ("Why didn't t 
merge with s?") an answer is readily available: the pitch of t is closer 
to that of s than to that of s. 



XIII. 

Evidence from Incompatibility for Lateral iP 
and in Pre-Arabic 


The compatibility of PS d and s with 1, as reflected 
in the lexica of daughter languages like Hebrew and Arabic, 
has been investigated more than once. Cantineau ([1946] 
1960:200), Greenberg (1950:173) and Koskinen (1964:45-7) have 
all tried their hand at some aspect of this problem. 

All of these scholars started with the reasonable as¬ 
sumption that a lateral d or s would tend to avoid the compa¬ 
ny of lateral I, just as dental t avoids dental d, pharyngal 
h avoids pharyngal and so on. Unfortunately, most of them 
failed to use statistical techniques to evaluate the data 
they had collected, and it is therefore necessary for us to 
re-examine their conclusions. 

We have already^ discussed Koskinen's claim (loc. cit.) 
that Hebrew s and 1 are incompatible and pointed out that 
Koskinen's data do not provide compelling evidence for that 
claim. Conversely, Cantineau's (no doubt reluctant) admis¬ 
sion (loc. cit.), cited approvingly by Fischer (1968:59), that 
neither d nor s is incompatible with 1 in Arabic, and his 
xinsuccessful attempt to explain away this difficulty^ are 
both rendered entirely superfluous by considerations like 
the ones that follow. 

Greenberg's tables (1950:164-6) show that, of 3775 
triliteral Arabic roots, 163 have initial s, 108 have medial 
s, and 86 have final s, while 229 have initial i, 160 have 
medial I, and 249 have final i. Based on these data, the 
number of roots containing both s and 1 which we would ex¬ 
pect if s and 1 were totally lacking in aversion for each oth¬ 
er is 163x160/3775 (si-) + 163x249/3775 (s-I) + 108x249/3775 
(-SJ) + 229x108/3775 (Is-) + 229x86/3775 (I-s) + 160x86/3775 
(-Is) = 40.2. This must be compared with an observed frequen¬ 
cy of only 19. The formula yields ( 21 . 19735099 )2/ 
40.19735099 + (21.19735099)2/(357-40.19735099) + (21.19735099^ 
/(638-40.19735099) + (21.19735099)2/(3775-638-357+40.19735099) 
= 13.5. This is an extremely high value of x^ degree 

of freedom — so high, in fact, that it is beyond the range of 
the x^ tables consulted by the present writer. It is, thus, 
almost inconceivable that the difference between the expected 
number of roots containing s with I and the observed number is 
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due to chance alone. We conclude that the existence of incom¬ 
patibility between s and 1 is virtually certain. 

The figures for <} and 1, while less dramatic, are never¬ 
theless quite significant. Greenberg's tables show 75 roots 
with initial d, 68 with medial d, and 57 with final d. (The 
figures for I are given above.) The number of roots contain¬ 
ing d and 1 which we would expect if d and 1 were totally 
lacking in aversion for each other is 75x160/3775 (dl-) + 
75x249/3775 (d-I) + 68x249/3775 (-dl) + 229x68/3775'(Id-) + 
229x57/3775 (I-d) + 160x57/3775 (-id) = 22.6. The observed 
number is 11. The formula yields (11.60980132)2/ 
22.60980132 + (11.60980132)2/(638-22.60980132) + 
(11.60980132)2/(200-22.60980132) + (11.60980132)2/(3775- 
638-200+22.60980132) = 7.0. This value of x^ corresponds 
to a probability of less than .01 and is, thus, quite sig¬ 
nificant. Our conclusion is that we may, for all practical 
purposes, exclude the possibility that the difference be¬ 
tween the expected number of roots containing d with 1 and 
the observed number is due to chance rather than incompat¬ 
ibility. 

This conclusion is different from the one reached by 
Greenberg (1950:173) using the same data. According to Prof. 
David Segal (personal communication), the main reasons for 
this discrepancy are the following; 

Greenberg's percentages refer only to a normally dis¬ 
tributed variable and only to a two-tailed test. In 
calculations of incompatibility, one encounters var¬ 
iables which are only approximately normal, so there is 
some slight imprecision here. Our problem will be two- 
tailed if we are testing for both affinity and aversion 
simultaneously, without an a priori assumption as to 
which form of non-randomness should be present if the 
process is in fact non-random. If we are testing only 
for aversion (versus absence of aversion), we can halve 
Greenberg's probabilities. It must be stressed that, 
in such problems, the one-tail versus two-tail choice 
will depend on the exact hypothesis to be tested and 
the background information of the researcher. The 
net effect of the above remarks is that Greenberg is 
slightly conservative in his assignment of significance 
level. 

In conclusion, we might mention an intriguing fact about 
the incompatibility of d and 1 which emerges when we divide 
the six different permutations of d and 1 which are possible 
within the triliteral root into two groups according to the 
order in which d and 1 appear. The group in which 1 precedes 
(Id-, 1-d, -Id) shows strong evidence of incompatibility with 
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a of 8.7, but the group in which d precedes {dl-, d-1, 

-dl) , with a of only .6, shows none. This difference of 
X^ values, assuming that it actually corresponds to a differ¬ 
ence in incompatibility,^ may some day provide insight into 
the nature of the processes which created d in Pre-Proto- 
Semitic . 


See the section entitled "The Problem" in the introduction to this 

book. 

See the end of chapter iv. 

^This is impossible to prove however, since (as Prof. Segal reminds me 
the test, by its very nature, never provides evidence against incom¬ 
patibility but only a lack of evidence for it. 



XIV. 

Evidence from Doublets that PS D and S were Phonetically 
Similar: Semitic Words for “Laugh” 


In the preceding chapters, we have presented evidence in 
support of Cantineau's contention that the lateral realiza¬ 
tions of d and s attested in MSA and (Pre-) Arabic go back 
to PS. In this chapter and the one that follows, we shall 
attempt to prove (using doublets, etc.) a weaker claim: that 
the phonological pairing (i.e. phonetic similarity) of d and 
s in MSA and (Pre-) Arabic goes back to PS. If we succeed in 
proving this weaker claim, then the burden of finding evi¬ 
dence for Cantineau's thesis will be greatly lightened: we 
will need only to find evidence that one of the PS phonemes 
in question was a fricative-lateral and the other one will 
follow automatically. 

Hebrew shq-shg 

This pair of do\iblets has been discovered and re¬ 
discovered by alert students of Hebrew through the ages. 
Menahem ibn Saruq (10th century) gives the roots as 
synonyms^ in his Mahberet (s.v.), and Yonah ibn Janah (11th 
century) in his Seper ha-Riqmah (p. 113) uses them to show 
how "letters interchange" in Hebrew. The dictionaries of 
Gesenius ([1915] 1962 s.v.) and Koehler (1953 s.v.) call shq 
a "Nebenform zu shq," while Bergstrasser (1918:88) labels the 
roots "Doppelformen." Similar statements are found in 
Brockelmann 1908 (pp. 238-9), Haupt 1909 (p. 361fn), Nyberg 
1952 (p. 23), Kutscher 1961 (p. 104) , Moreshet 1968 (passim), 
Rin 1968 (p. xlv) and Hetzron 1972 (p. 37), just to name a 
few. And yet, in spite of all the attention which these dou¬ 
blets have received, their potential as evidence for the 
lateral theory has been noticed only recently (by Diakonoff 
(1965:22), Hetzron (1972:37), Kurylowicz (1972:29), and the 
present writer). In the past,^ the dissimilatory change 
which created shq was formulated in terms of Hebrew s and s, 
in spite of the fact that the usual non-emphatic alternant of 
s in Biblical Hebrew is z,^ and the problem inherent in this 
supposedly ambivalent behavior of Hebrew s was almost totally 
ignored. Several solutions to this problem are possible^ but 
the only convincing one is Ben-Hayyim's observation (1959:15) 
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that all of the examples of s which alternate with z are de¬ 
rived form PS while the s which alternates with s is the 
reflex of PS d. Naturally, this does not mean that d some¬ 
how remained distinct from s even after merging with it. If, 
as it seems, one of the doublets was not created imtil the 
Biblical period, the single grapheme < s > must conceal at 
least two phonemes — one of which was the emphatic counter¬ 
part of z (and the reflex of PS s) and the other of which was 
the emphatic counterpart of s (and the reflex of PS d). If, 
on the other hand, both doublets already existed in PS, as 
Diakonoff (op. cit.) and Hetzron (op. cit.) believe, we would 
not have to posit the polyphonous use of < s > in early 
Hebrew. We shall return to this subject at the end of this 
chapter. Here it suffices to raise the question and to point 
out the answer, though crucial to an understanding of the 
development of the Hebrew sound-system, has little bearing on 
the main point of this chapter. 

Hebrew I’^g 

The startling similarity between this root and shg - shg 
was pointed out to the present writer by Mrs. Rachel Bern¬ 
stein Ebner. The meaning of l^g with the prepositions le or 
'^'al is the same as that of shg - shg with those prepositions, 
namely, "laugh at." In fact, l^g occurs parallel to, or co¬ 
joined with, shg - shg six times in the Bible. Must we, 
then, reckon with three Hebrew reflexes of PS dhg (or dhk)7 
This would still be fewer than the number of Aramaic reflexes 
of this dissimilation-prone root. Or if 1^g originally meant 
"stutter" (a meaning attested in Aramaic as well as Hebrew), 
did it acquire the second meaning "laugh at" through contami¬ 
nation with the phonetically similar shg - shg? Either solu¬ 
tion would presuppose a lateral realization for d and/or s in 
Pre-Hebrew. 

Geez shg - Gafat saga, Gurage daga 

It has long been recognized that the Geez root for 
"laugh" — shg — corresponds not to Hebrew shg but rather to 
Hebrew shg.^ Not until recently, however, was it discovered 
that shg also has an equivalent in Ethiopian Semitic: Gafat 
saga "laugh" (Leslau 1958:44). One is tempted to write off 
this form as a late derivation from saga (the expected out¬ 
come of sahaga in Gafat and the form actually attested in 
East Gurage and Amharic) as Leslau (1956:27) does, but as¬ 
similations of this type, so common in other Semitic lan¬ 
guages, are virtually unknown in Ethiopian Semitic.^ If so, 
the initial emphatic segment of Gafat saga must represent a 
survival from a very ancient period. 
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A second Ethiopian cognate of Hebrew shg has been iden¬ 
tified by Hetzron and Habte Mariam (1966:19): Gurage daga 
( > da'i’a in Ennemor) . According to these scholars, Western 
Gurage has several examples of d for older d (and of course 
older d) but "no clear example where d in Chaha would stand 
for PS t or s except the one for 'hair' which is problematic 
for many reasons.The d of daga is therefore a clear re¬ 
flex of *d — even clearer than the s of Gafat saga which 
"strictly speaking provides evidence for an initial emphatic 
only. 

Based on the above evidence, Hetzron (1972:37) conclud¬ 
ed, like Diakonoff (1965:22) before him, that the various 
words for "laugh" in the Semitic languages must go back to 
two PS originals: 

One of the interesting isoglosses is the distribution of 
the survival of two parallel Semitic roots for "to 
laugh." They are *shg and *dhg with an initial emphat¬ 
ic consonant. Both are attested in Hebrew. Other 
Semitic languages have only one of them. Arabic has the 
second one with some modification: *dhk (g > k). NE 
[= North-Ethiopic] has shg. In the South, the TSE [= 
Transversal South-Ethiopic] group also has the same 
root, Amharic and East Gurage saga, Argobba sahaga and 
Harari sehaga. The OSE [= Outer South-Ethiopic] group 
has developments of the other root that starts with an 
emphatic consonant, Gafat saga and in the Gunnan-Gurage 
languages daga, in which d comes from the deglottaliza- 
tion of d in this context (see Hetzron - Habte Mariam 
1966, p. 19, n. 6). 

As we shall see at the end of this chapter, the PS origin of 
Hebrew shg is not as certain as Hetzron assumed; but even so, 
the PS origin of Geez shg can still be posited on the basis 
of the Aramaic evidence which we shall now consider. 

Mandaic ahk, ghk - shg 

To those who are unfamiliar with the strange peregrina¬ 
tions of etymological d in Aramaic, these three Mandaic^^ 
roots will seem completely unrelated (genetically), even 
though they all mean "laugh" and even interchange in idiom¬ 
atic expressions. xhe consonants which fill the slot 
could not be more dissimilar phonetically: ghk has a voiced 
velar stop, shg has a voiceless dental fricative, and ahk has 
no consonant at all. Even is not identical in all three 
roots. Nevertheless, the common origin of these three roots 
is indisputable, and, in the case of ahk and ghk, was al¬ 
ready recognized by Nbldeke (1875:73fn): 
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Diese Wurzel [= dhk] findet sich im Mand. nicht bloss 
als gM...sondern auch in regelmassiger Gestalt als '^hk 
...erscheint (das zu erwartende '^hk musste ia zu '^hk 
werden) ... Eine Sprossform daraus ist erst hyk (wie 
aus [Syriac] '^'^f = [Arabic] d'^'f weiter ’^af, ^ff wird) . 
Eine andere aram. Nebenform ist endlich dlpc. Man 
sieht, auf wie verschiedene Weise man sich die 
unbequemen Laute umformte. 

As Nbldeke points out, ahk (<**>'hk) is the expected outcome of 
*dlpi, since (the regular Aramaic reflex of PS d) is regu¬ 
larly dissimilated to or 0 in the vicinity of a second pha- 
ryngal (v or h) in the Late Aramaic^^ dialects. (The uncon¬ 
ditional loss of "S' in Mandaic (Malone 1971:407, 1973: 161) 
would seem to be a later development.)^^ Nevertheless, as 
Nbldeke also recognized (loc. cit.), the appearance of g for 
d in ghk (or, in many other dialects, ghk) is not entirely 
unparalleled. Thus, for example, the Arabic cognate of 
Syriac g'^ita "oppressed by grief" is dagata "press, compress, 
oppress, suppress." 

The fact that both ghk (the ancestor of ghk) and q^t 
contain a pharyngal points once again to dissimilation, but 
an earlier dissimilation than the one which had produced ahk. 
Our earliest Aramaic documents represent etymological d with 
the sign for g, showing that it was a velar or uvular before 
it wound up as a pharyngal (merged with 1') . It was presumab¬ 
ly at this stage of its development that etymological d 
dissimilated to g in the vicinity of pharyngals in Aramaic. 

These two dissimilations point up an interesting fact 
about PS dhg.i^ The history of this root is marked by a sur¬ 
prising number of dissimilations, no doubt because it con¬ 
tained two emphatics and a pharyngal — an unusually highi^ 
concentration of dissimilation-prone consonants. In sever¬ 
al of the daughter-languages we find either the first empha¬ 
tic or the last emphatic replaced with its non-emphatic 
counterpart (yielding shg and dhk, respectively)In 
Aramaic, however, this was not enough, and in the course of 
time, the second emphatic was also dissimilated. 

At the same time, another process was taking place, 
namely, the mysterious journey of the unmerged d from one 
end of the vocal tract to the other. The various dissimi¬ 
lated reflexes of d in Aramaic capture, as if with time- 
lapse photography, three (or possibly four)^® stages of 
the journey: 
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alveolar 

lateral velar pharyngal 

emphatic d- 1 - g 2 -- 

I 1 

unemphatic s ( > s) g '^ ( > 0) 

The great phonetic diversity of the reflexes of d in 
the Mandaic roots for "laugh/" which at first seemed so 
troublesome, is seen therefore to be only a reflection of the 
great phonetic diversity of the various realizations (through 
time) of d itself. 

In fact, far from being troublesome, this phonetic div¬ 
ersity now turns out to be of great value; for, whereas it is 
still within the realm of possibility that Hebrew shq devel¬ 
oped from Hebrew shq rather than from *dhq, or that Gafat 
saq'a developed from an older saq'a, and consequently that the 
formation of these doxiblets shows nothing about the rela¬ 
tionship between d and s, the common origin of such phonet¬ 
ically dissimilar Mandaic roots as ahk, ghk, and shq can be 
demonstrated only by going back to an earlier period in 
which d and s were still unmerged and unshifted. Hetzron's 
Ethiopian material suggests that this earlier period may 
be the PS period. 

Shahari zhk, zhq, Mehri ihk, 

A* A.* * it 

Harsusi zhk, zhq - Botahari shq 

• • • 

One is tempted to claim that we have in these MSA forms 
(Thomas 1937:306-7) another demonstration of the surprising 
longevity of the PS doublet-pair reconstructed above. Before 
making such a claim, however, it is important to see these 
forms in the context of other MSA forms recorded by Thomas. 

Thomas' transcriptions show a great deal of inter- and 
intra-dialectal fluctuation between & and its (perhaps only 
partially) voiced counterpart, z. It is probable that this 
fluctuation simply reflects Thomas' inability to distinguish 
the two MSA fricative-laterals (which, as Jahn (1905:5) re¬ 
marked, "can easily be confused ... by the untrained ear"), 
for his transcriptions of the fricative-laterals are often 
contradicted by those of Jahn (1905) and, even more damaging- 
ly. Carter's native informant (1847), not to mention etymo¬ 
logical expectations (to which the Viennese and native tran¬ 
scriptions consistently conform) . But even if Thomas' tran¬ 
scriptions were accurate, the MSA forms for "laugh" cited 
above could hardly be considered evidence for a PS doublet- 
pair unless cogent reasons could be found for separating this 
pair of z-s doublets from the many others in Thomas' word- 
list whose origin is demonstrably late.l^ 
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The morphemic, geographical, literary-critical, and chrono¬ 
logical distribution of shg vs. shg in the Bible 

Many scholars have felt instinctively that the Biblical 
forms shg and shg could not have co-existed within one and 
the same dialect. This feeling, no doubt fostered by the 
perfect synonymity of the roots,cannot be accepted un¬ 
critically. Perfectly synonymous doublets do exist in the 
better-known languages,and their existence cannot always 
be attributed to dialect mixture. It is therefore necessary 
to examine the relative distributions of these forms in the 
sources before any judgment can be made. It will naturally 
be to our advantage to examine as many kinds of distribution 
as possible in our search for complementarity. As we have 
pointed out,^^ no trace of complementarity is exhibited by 
the morphemic distribution of the roots in the Bible. We 
may turn then to geographical distribution — and the theory 
of Bauer and Leander {[1922] 1965:28): 

Wenn...in unseren Worterbiichern die Wurzeln shg und shg 
"lachen," z^g und s'^g "schreien," (’^Is), ^Iz und ^Is 
"sich freuen" nebeneinanderstehen , so liegt es auf der 
Hand, dass die lebendige Sprache diese Formen nicht in 
Wirklichkeit nebeneinander gebraucht hat, sondern dass 
sie aus verschiedenen Gegenden stammen. 

A certain degree of plausibility is lent to this theory 
by the observation that the very striking form yishag 
"Isaac" occurs twice (out of four times in the entire Bible) 
in the book of Amos (7:9,16; the ordinary form yishag does 
not occur), and thus seems at first glance to be a northern 
dialectal form; for Amos, though a southerner from Tekoa, 
preached in the northern kingdom, probably had his words re¬ 
corded in the northern kingdom, and, in one of the above- 
mentioned verses (7:16) is quoting the ruler of the north¬ 
ern kingdom. If we look further, however, we find that shg 
is very common in southern books as well. The only thing 
which sets the book of Amos apart is that it uses the shg- 
variant for the proper noun Isaac — and even this usage 
finds a parallel in two southern sources (Jeremiah 33:26 
and Psalms 105:9). 

Nor does the distribution of the two variants corre¬ 
spond in any way with the Pentateuchal sources isolated by 
literary critics, since shg occurs in passages assigned 
(Speiser 1964, Driver 1956) to P (Gen. 17:17), J (Gen. 18: 
13,15, Gen. 19:14, Gen. 26:8, Gen. 39:14), E (Gen. 21:6,9, 
Ex. 32:6) and, if we include the name Isaac, D, while shg 
occurs nowhere in the Pentateuch. 

It is this latter observation, taken together with the 
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fact that shg is very rare outside of the Pentateuch (ex¬ 
cept in the name Isaac) which provides the real key to the 
distribution of the two doublets. As several scholars 
(Gesenius 1834 s.v. shg, Nyberg 1952:23, Bendavid 1967:15 
and Moreshet 1968) have seen, the variable with respect to 
which the variants are in complentary distribution is not 
space but rather time. The passages in Genesis, Exodus, 
and Judges (Samson story)where shg occurs are certainly 
among the oldest prose passages in the Bible — apparently 
even older than the Samuel passages in which shg occurs. 

As for the one occurrence of shq in Ezekiel, it is of a 
piece with many other well-known linguistic and thematic 
similarities between Ezekiel and the Pentateuch,and is 
probably due to borrowing on the part of Ezekiel. Bendavid 
(1967:15) and Moreshet (1968:128) have also pointed out that 
shg (and its regular post-Biblical outcome, shg) is the form 
which occurs in Tannaitic literature (cf. also the Syriac 
and Arabic form ^Ishaq "Isaac" with unemphatic s and Jewish 
Babylonian "^Isaq < *'?Ishaq2^ likewise with unemphatic s, per¬ 
haps going back to a dialect of Post-Biblical Hebrew in which 
the name in question was likewise pronounced with an unempha¬ 
tic s) . Since the Hebrew of that literature is, in many re¬ 
spects, the direct heir of Late Biblical Hebrew, it would 
seem to partially corroborate the conclusions we drew from 
the relative distribution of the forms in the Bible itself 
(cf. Hurvitz 1972:43). 

If it is true that shg must have been created out of 
26 • * ^ 

*dhq and in the Biblical period, it follows that, despite 
appearances (i.e. graphemic shape), the initial segment of 
< shq > was still phonetically and functionally different 
from the initial segment of < s'^'g > in early Biblical times 
—a conclusion which will not surprise anyone who is familiar 
with the relatively high degree of polyphony which character¬ 
ized so many ancient Semitic writing systems^^ including the 

O O ^ 

Hebrew alphabet. It also follows that the creation of shq 
in Hebrew was independent of the creation of Mandaic shq and 
Ethiopic shq. This is really not surprising either since the 
proto-root from which all of these forms must be derived — 
*dhq — is an unusually good candidate for dissimilation, 
containing as it does, an unusually high concentration of 
dissimilation-prone consonants. In such a case, ou^ a priori 
prejudice against unnecessary assumption of parallel innova¬ 
tion must yield to the direct testimony of Biblical usage. 


^In fact, these two roots appear to satisfy Lyons' definition (1968: 
448) of "complete and total synonymy." Note that they apparently lack cer¬ 
tain trivial characteristic environments (for the term, see Hoenigswald 1960 
15) which other root-morpheme doublets ordinarily have. Thus, for example. 
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we find that z'^r occurs with the vowel pattern e-e (ze’^er) but not with a-i, 
while s^r is just the opposite (sa'^ir but not *se’'er) . Similarly, we find a 
form ’^alliz in the Bible but no *'^allis. In the case of shq and shq , how¬ 
ever, there is no vocalic morpheme which occurs with one but not the other. 

Both roots occur in the qal and piel stems, in the verbal noun meaning "a 
laugh, laughter" (sehoq - sehoq) and, as we shall see, even in the name of 
the Patriarch Isaac. In modern Hebrew, the roots have, of course, become 
differentiated. 

^E.g., Brockelmann 1908:239 and Kutscher 1961:105. 

The examples are well known: "exult," s'^q-z'^q "cry out," and 

s'^r-z'^'r "be small" (although z’^r could be an Aramaic loan as Wajner 1966:49 

believes). Cf. also Hebrew qps - Arabic qfz "jump," Hebrew seda, Ugaritic 
msd - Arabic zad, Aramaic zwadin "provisions," Hebrew sdq, Arabic sdq, etc. - 
Syriac zdq "be right," and also the inner-Arabic doublets collected by Jahn 
(1905:8): s'^q-z’^q "cry out," bsq-bzq "spit," qrs-qrz "pinch," rqs-rqz "leap, 

dance," srr-zrr "tie together," bxs-bxz "pluck out an eye," Isq-lzq "cling 
to." On the other hand, shq-shq are not the only s-s doublets in Biblical 
Hebrew. We also find spn-spn-spn "hide" and, according to several modern 
scholars (Greenfield 1959: 149-51, Morag 1963b:143 and cf. also Ginsberg 
1967:72, Driver 1951:180, and Kopf 1959:276), smh "grow" - smh "rejoice; 
shine brightly" (cf. Syriac semh3 "a sprout; radiance") as well. We shall 
return to these doublets in fn. 6. 

'^The changes s > s and s > z may have been operative at different per¬ 
iods in the history of Hebrew or pre-Hebrew. Or one could claim that s dis- 
similates to z in the vicinity of voiced consonants, but to s in the vicinity 
of voiceless consonants. 

‘'Is "exult" corresponds to ESA m'^ls "joy," s'^q "cry out" corresponds 
to Arabic s’^q "cry out," and s’^r "small" corresponds to Arabic sgr "small." 

®The other two examples of s-s in Hebrew (cf. fn. 3 above) are etymo¬ 
logically obscure. The root spn "hide" seems to be related to Assyrian psn 
"cover, hide" (just as spn = Babylonian psm and spn = Babylonian pSn). But 
Akkadian s can be the reflex of PS s or d, so we are back where we started 
from. The correspondence between Hebrew smh "grow" and Syriac semh3 "a 
sprout, radiance" is not much more revealing, contrary to prevailing scholar¬ 
ly opinion, since,as we shall see (chapter xx), Aramaic s is often a reflex 
of PS d in the vicinity of liquids and nasals. 

'Gesenius 1834 s.v. shq, BDB s.v. shq, Leslau 1958:151, Gordon 1965:473. 
shq, Leslau 1958:151, Gordon 1965:473. 

^Private communication from Prof. Robert Hetzron, who also informs me 
that the Gafat form sama "hear," reported by Leslau (1945:18) and derived by 
him from Ethiopian sm'i' (through assimilation?) , "is most certainly a mistake, 
not to be considered seriously." 

®The reference is to the Chaha form dager "hair," where the d seems to 
result from the de-glottalization of t; cf. Amharic tegur. 

lOpersonal communication from Prof. Robert Hetzron. 

^^At least some of these roots occur in other dialects as well (with 
^ instead of h). The root ghk, for example, occurs in Syriac, Talmudic, and 
Galilean Aramaic, just to name a few. The root *s'hq is not well attested 
outside of Mandaic, a fact which leads Prof. Daniel Boyarin (personal commu- 
ication) to question its Aramaic bona fides and to theorize that it might be 
a borrowing from Hebrew (assuming that the Mandaeans originated in Palestine) 
or a dissimilated form of an earlier *shq (presumably also borrowed from a 
Canaanite dialect). Prof. Boyarin may well be right (in which case it is ob¬ 
vious that we cannot adduce Mandaic shq as evidence for the existence of a 
PS shq), but the following points should be noted: a) the normal dissimi¬ 
lated reflex of *shq in Mandaic would be *shk rather than shq since emphatic- 
dissimilation usually (perhaps always) affects g rather than t or s in that 
dialect; b) according to Ingholt (Rosenthal 1967:1/2,50), the root shq (or¬ 
thographical <s);iq>) occurs in a Hatran inscription with the meaning "smile 
kindly" (cf. Caquot 1963:15 for a different rendering and ibid. 1952:102 for 
the original publication of the inscription). 
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^^cp. the expression gahkin umitparpin "they laugh and make merry" 
(Drower and Macuch 1963 s.v. ghk) with libaihun sahiq umitparpa "their heart 
rejoiceth and is merry" (ibid., s.v. shg). 

^^The term as used by Fitzmeyer and Kutscher (1970:347-8), refers to 
the Aramaic dialects which flourished around the middle of the first millen- 
ium CE: Syriac, Mandaic, Jewish Babylonian Aramaic, Samaritan Aramaic, 
Christian Palestinian Aramaic, and Galilean Aramaic. Other scholars use the 
term "Middle Aramaic" for these dialects. 

^^Possible attestations of this loss already in Official Aramaic 
(Kutscher 1970:373) do not alter the relative chronology, since they are 
matched by an isolated occurrence of the dissimilation in Old Aramaic (ibid., 
353). ^5 

This is the PS root posited by Hetzron (see above in this chapter) on 
the basis of Hebrew $iiq, Ugaritic shg (UT 75: zhg) , Gafat saga, and Gurage 
daga. Barth (1893:34), Brockelmann (1908:238) and Kutscher (1961:104) posit¬ 
ed a slightly different root — *dhk — on the basis of Arabic dhk and Ara¬ 
maic ghk, *'^hk. It is impossible to say which opinion is supported by Akka¬ 
dian fa^u, if it is really a cognate, as Landsberger (1931:298) intimates. 

In MSA, the difference between ^hk and dhg would be expressed by glottaliza- 
tion (see the beginning of chapter ii, esp. fn. 3), and since neither Jahn 
nor Thomas seems to have been sensitive to this distinctive feature, their 
testimony cannot tip the scale in either direction. However, Hetzron's 
reconstruction seems slightly preferable because it enables us to account 
for the creation of both dhk and £hg using one explanation (i.e. dissimila¬ 
tion) and because it does not require us to assume that PS had three parallel 
roots. 

^^One other PS root — s^g "cry out" — has a similarly high concen¬ 
tration of dissimilation-prone consonants. It is highly instructive to note 
that both Hebrew and Arabic have two reflexes of this root: g and z’^g. 

Cf. also common Aramaic z’^g. 

^^We are leaving open here the question of when these dissimilations 

took place. 

1 ft 

There is certainly a fourth parallel root for "laugh" in Aramaic 
(Noldeke 1875:73fn quoted above in this chapter; Kutscher 1961:106), namely 
dhk (with an unemphatic d) . The question is only v/hether the initial segment 
of this root really reflects a very early stage in the development of the 
proto-Aramaic d when the latter was still in alveolar position. The appear¬ 
ance of this root in only one late dialect (Galilean Aramaic) would seem to 
suggest that we must answer this question in the negative. It seems more 
likely that dhk is a dissimilated form of ghk. In this case, the dissimila¬ 
tion has nothing to do with the emphatic feature but rather is connected with 
the incompatibility of g and k (due to identical place of articulation) in 
Semitic roots. Cf. Talmudic dlosg&oiS "case, chest" < glosgema < Greek 
glossokomon . 

1 q . , < . < 

Shahari iseku, izukuna "those" is a good example. The fricative- 
laterals in these forms correspond to 1 in Harsusi ilik "those" and Botahari 
ilak "those." The voiced fricative-lateral was created by a conditioned 
sound-change peculiar to Shahari (see the section entitled "Shahari in 
chapter iii) and is therefore late. Even this recently created fricative- 
lateral is not immune to the voiced-voiceless fluctuation in Thomas' word- 

lists . „„ 

20., „ , 

,^See fn. 1 above. 

E.g. the two different pronunciations of "economics" in English. 

^^See fn. 1 above. 

^^The Samson story also has one occurrence of shg. It is possible 
that we have here the kind of fluctuation of competing forms which is so 
common while sound-change is in progress. 

^^Cf. Redpath 1907:xxi, Cooke 1937:63, and the literature cited there. 

^^This etymology for the name ^isaq was suggested by Prof. Daniel 

Boyarin. 

”see the beginning of this chapter. 
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9 7 

One need only think of the Arabic and Old Aramaic alphabets, and 
the vaj^ous cuneiform syllabaries. 

I refer here of course to the polyphony of w, n, and y during the 
Biblical period. It is true that the polyphony of the last two is a contro¬ 
versial question, but the recent study of the Greek transcriptions of n by 
Wevers (1972) seems to be definitive, and occasional counter-examples can¬ 
not alter the over-all pattern of close correlation between transcription 
and etymology which Wevers has uncovered. The two counter-examples cited by 
Moscati (1964b:40) do not hold water. The n of Hebrew '^abihayil is quite 
properly rendered kh by the Septuagint since exactly the same name has been 
preserved in ESA with a x (KBHK s.v.). The existence of this ESA name ob¬ 
viates the need for any etymological analysis of the component parts of the 
Hebrew name. The rendering of Hebrew a£ra by Greek Gophera is similarly 
correct from an etymological point of view. As BOB (s.v.) saw, this toponym 
is related not to Hebrew "^aplr "dust" (= Arabic '^afar) but to Hebrew ^opzr 
"young hart" (=Arabic gufur). This is clear both from the vocalization of 
the name and from the fact that many Biblical toponyms contain animal-names. 
Cf. Blau 1966:141 for a very similar discussion of Moscati's supposed 
counter-examples, which was discovered by the present writer after having 
written the above lines. 



XV. 

Evidence from a Phonological Correspondence that Pre-Hebrew f) and S 
were Phonetically SimUar: Semitic Words for “Press” 
in Old Arabic Dialects 


We spoke in the previous chapter about the correspond¬ 
ence between Arabic dgt "press, oppress" and Syriac t 
"oppress," discovered by Noldeke (1875:73fn), and how Syriac 
g, in this case, represents PS d, sidetracked by dissimila¬ 
tion at the (post-)velar stage of its shift to the pharynx. 

The Arabic root, in turn, has been matched with Hebrew sht 
"press out" (Jensen apud Gesenius and Buhl [1915] 1962 s.v.) 
as has Akkadian sht (Daiches 1903:92, CAD s.v.^). 

• V 

At first glance, the matching of Arabic dgt with Hebrew 
sht may appear forced, in spite of the near-identity of mean¬ 
ings, since neither the first radicals nor the second corre¬ 
spond in the normal manner. However, in considering the 
second radicals we should keep in mind that one of the ances¬ 
tors of Hebrew h is *h, which differs from g only in the 
feature of voicing. And the fact that Hebrew R 2 is voiceless 
while Arabic R 2 is voiced fits nicely with the fact that 
Hebrew R]_ is voiceless and Arabic Rp is voiced. Finally, the 
fact that Akkadian has h in the R 2 position rather than : 
supports the suggestion made above that the h of Hebrew sht 
goes back to *h. 

The Akkadian form is valuable in another respect. It 
serves as a bridge between the Arabic and Syriac forms and the 
Hebrew form, by siding with Arabic and Syriac forms in one 
case (Rj^) and Hebrew in the other (R 2 ) . This strengthens the 
case for matching the Arabic form with the Hebrew, since any 
attempt to separate them would now entail separating one of 
them from the Akkadian form as well. 


All of these correspondences are presumably well known 
since they appear in a standard dictionary of Hebrew (Gesen¬ 
ius and Buhl [1915] 1962 s.v. sht ^). Nevertheless, as in the 
case of shg - shg, etc., scholars have not drawn the appro¬ 


priate conclusion from the correspondence of Arabic d with 
Hebrew s . 


Since three of the four forms point to d as the original 
Rp, we may assume that Hebrew s was the innovation, created 
out of an original *d by dissimilation. This means that pre- 
Biblical d was the emphatic counterpart of s — a finding 
which corroborates our earlier conclusion based on shg - shg. 
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It is curious that the CAD discussion of sht, while affirming the ety¬ 
mological link with Hebrew sht, at the same time re-defines the former in 
such a way as to remove much of the justification for that link: 

"The verb seems to refer to the whole process of obtaining oil 
from sesame [SE.GIS.i] and, in late texts, a type of wine from 
grapes. The specific translation 'to press' is to be abandoned, 
since sesame oil is obtained by boiling seeds and skimming off 
the oil and not by pressing the seeds. This meaning 'to press' 
is, moreover, excluded by the occurrences in the medical texts... 
where the object of the process sahatu is not the herb but the 
already obtained juice (mu lit. water)..." 

However, this discussion is not as definitive as it sounds, since it is not 
certain that SE.GIS.I means "sesame" (Kraus 1968:112). Moreover, the second 
objection to the translation "press" is rather trivial. If the English 
verb "press" cannot take "juice" as its object and consequently is not an 
appropriate translation of sht when the latter governs mQ then we shall have 
to translate "press out" in that context. But this restriction on the use 
of "press" can certainly tell us nothing substantive about the meaning of 
sht, for there is no reason to expect the latter to be similarly restricted. 
Accordingly, the whole problem is fictitious and would never have occurred 
to anyone had the traditional translation of sht been "squeeze." 

2 -• is of course the symbol for vowel length and is the usual Akkadian 
reflex of PS h. 

^Strangely, the entry implies that Arabic dgt cannot be matched both 
with Syriac t and Hebrew sht: "Jensen vergl. ar. dgt "drlicken," das aber 
Hold. MG 73.2 t stellt." The reason for this either-or approach is not 
apparent. 



XVI. 

Evidence from Balsamon - Bsm for Lateral S 


The Greek word balsamon is a loanword that most propo¬ 
nents of the lateral theory have overlooked. Balsamon is 
the Greek name of the Commiphora opobalsamum. The sap of 
this tree, used in perfumes and medicines, was treasured 
all over the ancient world. 

It has long been recognized^ that balsamon, like many 
other Greek plant-names, is a Semitic loanword, related 
directly or indirectly to Hebrew bsm, Punic bsm, Aramaic 
bsm'^, ESA bs^m, and Arabic bsam^ but the standard explana¬ 
tions for the presence of I in this word leave much to be 
desired. In fact, to Masson (1967) the problem is so serious 
that she relegates balsamon to a chapter entitled, "Words 
whose Semitic origin is possible." In her opinion also, 
"attempts to explain this phenomenon have not been at all 
convincing" (pp. 77-8). Let us begin by reviewing some 
of these explanations. 

Jastrow (1903:114) has a laconic note on the Jewish 
Palestinian form blsm(wn): "bsm with inserted 1 = r." 

Jastrow has a well-known tendency to supply Semitic etymolo¬ 
gies for Greek loanwords in Rabbinic literature and this 
note is a good example. Nevertheless, it contains an in¬ 
teresting insight , namely, that balsam, in spite of its 
four consonants, could theoretically be a Semitic form. 

The Semitic languages have quadriliteral nouns and 
verbs of the form C-|^VC 2 C 3 VC 4 (V) where C 2 is most often a 
liquid or nasal. In Aramaic C 2 is usually r; hence Jas¬ 
trow 's note "with inserted I = r," meaning: "with C 2 = 

I instead of the usual r." In Akkadian, on the other hand, 
r and I are about equally common. In fact, when C 3 is s 
(or most any other voiceless obstruent), only I — never 
r — occurs (Reiner 1966:73). So balsam would blend very 
nicely into the Akkadian lexicon were it attested in that 
language. 

The fact is, however, that the form balsam occurs only 


in Hebrew and Jewish Palestinian Aramaic 

3 

'^pwplsmwn ) , where it has a Greek prefix 
"sap"'^) and a Greek suffix (-wn = -on) 


pwblsmwn, 
i'^pw- = opos 
and in Arabic 


{balsam), where it appears only in dictionaries dealing with 
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the modern language. The classical Arabic word for "balsam" 
is balasan (with triliteral root!), but this is clearly a 
Semitized form of a Greek original rather than vice versa 
(Lewy 1895:41, Lagarde 1866:17, cf. also ibid. 1877:25). It 
may have come into Arabic from Palestinian Aramaic rather 
than directly from Greek (Kutscher 1969:43). 

It seems, therefore, that balsam with an 1 is not 
attested as a native Semitic form. Why then does Greek have 
an I in this word? We could, of course, assume that such a 
form once existed and that the 1 later dropped out, as does 
Benfey (1842:65). Presumably this would have happened in 
Proto-Semitic since almost all the Semitic languages have 
I-less forms of this word. But then there would be no way of 
explaining how the form was borrowed by the Greeks in the 
first millennium BCE! Moreover, there are no other recon- 
structable examples of such a loss, as far as the present 
writer knows. 

Mayer (1960:321), followed by KBHK (s.v. bsm), suggests 
that balsamon may have developed from an older Greek form 
*bansamon. This could have come, she thinks, from an Aramaic 
form *bansam or *bansam, which in turn could have developed 
from *bassam or *bassam in accordance with the well-known 
Aramaic sound-change VC: > VnC, ox, according to some, VC: > 

yc. 

While this explanation is better than its predecessors, 
its assumption of a whole series of unattested forms is hard¬ 
ly convincing. Moreover, the change *bansamon > balsamon, 
presumably a dissimilation-at-a-distance, is unparalleled in 
Greek. 

Gumpertz' (1942:114fn) has proposed a much simpler ex¬ 
planation for the presence of 1 in this intriguing loanword, 
namely, that s was realized in the lending language as a 
voiceless fricative-lateral (just as s is realized today in 
MSA) which the Greeks heard and reproduced as Is . 

Such a compound rendering of i would not be at all un¬ 
usual: combinations like Is,® shJ,^ and Ith^^ have 

been used by European explorers to represent MSA i, and 
Norman scribes in medieval England often rendered Welsh i 
with thl and 1th (Zeuss 1871:1063, Nettlau 1890:68-9). 
Trubetzkoy (1922:203) compared the acoustic impression 
made by [i] (or rather [1]) in Adygian and Avar to that of 
[xl] (i.e. [ 5 I]), and the sequences [xl], [01], and [Si], 
are (or, at least, used to be) used by European speakers 
as an approximation of Zulu [i] (Doke 1926:99). 

The Norman rendering of Welsh i is explained by Jones 
(1913:19) as follows: 

It conveys the effect of the hiss in the th , and gives 

the side effect in the 1 . But 11, of course, is a sim— 



The 1 of Balsamon - 125 


pie sound, which may be described shortly as a unilat¬ 
eral hiss. 

That Jones' interpretation is possible is shown by the use of 
digraphs to render such simple sounds as |z ] and [s] in Yid¬ 
dish and Greek, respectively.^^ Additional parallels are 
given by Anttila (1972:158): 

In sound substitution, the borrowers apparently make a 
kind of distinctive feature analysis of the foreign 
sounds and assign them to the closest native bundle. In 
oldest Germanic loanwords, an f- is reflected by Baltic 
Finnic p-...Later f is rendered by -hv~, that is, 
[voiceless] = h and [labial, spirant] = v. Splitting 
a bundle of features into two segments like that is 
not infrequentj^ French [u] was replaced by [u] in 
English, but [li] gave a decomposite [iu] or [yu] . 
Similarly, Russian borrowings render Baltic Finnic [u] 
by [u], or more often with palatalization + [u], 
sysma -*-s'uz'om [or s-] 'thicket.' And Russian [ui] has 
a similar fate in Baltic Finnic as in mylo —►Karelian 
mui±a 'soap.' 

Jones' interpretation could be applied to all of the 
other transcriptions above except for that used by Hein 
(1909) : Is. ^ An I is not needed here to "give the side 
effect" because s by itself gives the side effect. All 
members of the Viennese Slidarabische Expedition, including 
Hein, wrote the voiceless fricative-lateral with s. In¬ 
deed, as Bittner (1910:81) points out, Hein writes one 
word — the word for "milk" — sometimes with a. s and 
sometimes with is: shauf (p. 140, line 22) and shQf (p. 140, 
lines 13,15)14 vs. ilshauf (p. 22, line 16).^^ 

Once we look more carefully, we find that Jones' 
interpretation does not fit Carter's shl either. His shl 
transcription is inadequate and must be interpreted in the 
light of his careful description: 

has a very peculiar sound in the Mahra dialect; it 
is formed by placing the tip of the tongue against the 
anterior part of the palate, and allowing the air to 
pass out of the mouth on one side or the other of it, 
in the manner of a lisp, following it with the soxmd of 
the letter 1 as in "fire" pronounced shleeote (p. 

343) . 

Here we see clearly that what Carter meant by si was [il] — 
not [i] as in Jones' interpretation of thl. It seems very 
likely that Hulton's and Bent's thl and Greek is (and per- 
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haps even Norman thl and 1th) have to be interpreted in the 
same way.^^ But why does this 1 behave in such an odd way 
— sometimes appearing, sometimes not,-^' sometimes before i, 
sometimes after? 

In connection with the latter question, it should be 
noted that 1 precedes i only when a vowel precedes i and 
follows it only when a vowel follows it.^® (This is true of 
the Welsh examples as well.)^^ Thus Hein hears an 1 in 
ilshauf where there is a prefixed i but none in shauf. 

Carter hears an 1 following i in shleeote "fire "20 Hein 

hears an 1 precedin 
fixed i: ilsiwuod. 

In view of this distribution, we are justified in see¬ 
ing this J as a voiced on-glide or off-glide from the pre¬ 
ceding or following vowel, respectively .22 This glide is 
heard only if the speaker happens to leave his tongue in the 
i position an instant too long (i.e. after voice-onset) or 
put it in the i position an instant too soon. 

In support of this interpretation let me mention that 
a voiced off-glide is reported for initial Icelandic ± (Kress 
1937:121fn, Sveinbjornsson 1933:64) and for initial Welsh 
4,^^ It should also be noted in this connection that when 
the phoneme I occurs before MSA s it is treated the same as 
the i-glide: it is optionally (or variably) deleted. Thus, 
Thomas (1937:296): Shahari kulsi "everything" {kul = every, 
si = thing) but also kosi; Mehri kalsayen "everything" but 
also kasiyen We are thus justified in speaking of a 

merger of /Is/ with /£/ in MSA. 

The origin of balsamon 

The importance of this loanword as evidence for the lat¬ 
eral hypothesis will depend in large part upon what language 
it proves to have been borrowed from. If it turns out to be 
from South Arabic, it will show only that the MSA realization 
of s as a voiceless fricative-lateral goes back to the 
fourth century BCE, when the word is first attested (Aristot¬ 
le, On Plants, 820b). But if it turns out to be from a 
language other than South Arabic, it will enable us to pro¬ 
ject the lateral realization of s much further back into the 
past. Accordingly, an attempt to trace the origin of the 
word (by tracing the origin of the plant) would not be idle. 

Theophrastus' Enquiry into Plants (end of fourth centu¬ 
ry BCE) is our most important source, since it contains the 
earliest report about the location of the balsam groves. 
Unfortunately, it is also the vaguest. It tells us only 
that balsam "grows in the valley of Syria" and that "they 
say that there are only two parks in which it grows" 
(IX.vi.l). However, it is possible to interpret this state- 


4 in a variant of the word with a pre- 
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ment in the light of information given by later authors. 

Pliny, for example, reports in the first century CE 
that "the only country to which this plant has been vouch¬ 
safed is Judaea, where formerly it grew in only two gardens 
both belonging to the king" (Natural History XII.lix.lll).25 
Since the two accounts agree concerning the number of balsam 
groves in the ancient world (two) and their general location 
(Greater Syria), it seems likely that they refer to the same 
groves and that Theophrastus' groves were located in the 
Judean part of Greater Syria. The expression en to aul'dni 
to peri Surian "in the valley (literally: hollow) of Syria" 
(Theophrastus op. cit.) would then refej^to the Syria Graben 
(of which the Jordan Valley is a part), which Strabo (16.2. 
16) describes as apedion koilon "hollow plain." This inter¬ 
pretation of Theophrastus' "valley" is supported by Diodorus 
(first century BCE) who also reports that the balsam trees 
are found "in a certain valley." The valley is in the region 
of the Dead Sea (19.98.1) and Petra (2.48.9) — a description 
which fits the Jordan Valley perfectly. 

The Greek and Roman sources, then, lead us to Palestine. 
But when we turn to Hebrew sources, we find that both the 
meaning of bsm (it denotes any perfume or pleasant-smelling 
substance) and its usual vocalization (bossm) do not match 
those of the Greek word balsamon. This problem is easily 
solved, however, by identifying the latter with the hapax 
basam, which, in context (Cant. 5:1 '^ariti mori ^im besami 
"I plucked my myrrh with my basam"), seems to refer to a 
specific plant (Encyclopedia Miqrait s.v.). 

Another possible Semitic source for the Greek word 
balsamon is suggested by the fact that the tree is in¬ 
digenous not to Palestine but to South Arabia (Warburg 1921: 
282, Moldenke and Moldenke 1952:84, Grohmann 1922:155-6, 
M'lean 1899:466, Berendes 1902:49, Diodorus 3.46.2, Strabo 
16.4.19). Nor should we forget the most obvious and perhaps 
most likely possibility of all (Movers [1856] 1967:226, 

231-2): that it was neither a Jew nor a South Arabian but 
a Phoenician27 sailor, who, standing long ago on a moonlit 
Aegean beach, held out a pottery jug and said: 

I brought something new for you this time. 

What is it? 

Smell it first. 

Mmm. What is it? 

Baiam. 

Balsamon... 
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■^See Masson (1967:77) for a list of references. 

have purposely omitted Akkadian ba&mu, adduced as a cognate by 
Thompson (1949:340) on the basis of EA 25, iv, 51, since Thompson's reading 
there has been shown to be incorrect (personal communication from Prof. 

Erie Leichty). The occurrences that remain are in lexical texts where baSmu 
is equated with various thorny plants (ibid.). Mayer (1960:321) cites an 
Akkadian *ba&amu "perfume" which, as Masson correctly notes, "does not seem 
exact." Masson herself cites Akkadian bu’Sanu "evil-smelling plant" but this 
is from a completely different root. 

^In printed editions, e.g., of Genesis Rabba, shorter forms (blsmwn and 
plsmwn)co-occur with the longer ones. But the best manuscript of Genesis 
Rabba available to the present writer (Codex Vatican 30) has only '>pwblsmwn 
and fpwplsmwn, so these are the only forms which will be cited. 

^The compound opobalsamon is frequently attested. 

The possibility that Hebrew -wn represents Arabic tanwln or the ESA 
emphatic noun-state morpheme is ruled out, because of the Greek origin of 
^pw-. 

^Personal communication from Prof. Henry Hoenigswald. 

'The same idea occurred independently to the present writer. 

®In h-ls-m (Hein 1909:1,2) ilshauf (ibid., 22), ilsiwuod (ibid., 28); 
cf. Bittner 1910:81. 

^In shleeut (Carter 1847:351). 

^*^In Curia Muria (= Shahari) . thluf "hair" (Hulton 1840:195) cp. Shahari 
luf "hair" (Thomas 1937:300); Mehri thief "hair" (Bent 1900:440) cp. Mehri 
ilf "hair" (Thomas 1937:300); Socotri thlaub "leg" (Bent 1900:442) cp. 

Socotri sab "pied" (Leslau 1938:424); Mehri thluf "feather" (Bent 1900:446) 
cp. Harsusi zif "feathers" (Thomas 1937:297) and Mehri sif "hair," Shahari 
suf "hair"; Socotri thlab "stream" (Bent 1900:447) cp. Socotri sa'^ab "vallee, 
wadi" (Leslau 1938:431) and Shahari sa'>ab, iap "valley" (Thomas 1937:324). 

^^In hamilthtor "buy" (Bent 1900:444) op. Arabic mu&tarl. 

^^In Yiddish, [z] is written 2 §, and khs is used in the Greek version 
of Lamentations to render Hebrew [s] (cf. the Hebrew letter-names rekhs and 
khsen),^^ 


14, 

15, 

16, 


cf. fn. 8 above. 


Cf. Jahn (1902:256) shof and Thomas (1937:308-9) sokSf, skDf. 


‘'Thomas (1937:313) aqalthar "panther" in Harsusi (alongside aqaizar) 
is counter-evidence because Thomas could have written aqalthar, 

^^Carter usually renders i with sh, Hein with s, and the Greeks with s 
e.g. AbasSnoi "Abyssinians" = ESA hbs^ in Uranius apud Stephanus of Byzan¬ 
tium, and Ilasaros,the Sabaean king < ESA '>ls^rh (Strabo 16.4.24). 

am indebted to Malcah Yaeger for suggesting that I investigate this 
possibility. 

^^Dynthlayn (Dinllaen), Thlanrethlon (LLanrillo), Thlanlibyon, 

Thlannor, Penthlyn (Penllyn) (Zeuss 1871:1093) , Thlintegid, Thloyt (Lloyd), 
Thlewelyn, Thleen (Lleyn), Enthli, but also Cadewalthan (Cadwallawn) with 
preceding 1 (Nettlau 1890:68-9). 

^Cf. Thomas (1937:296) siyot. 

Thomas (1937:296) siwot. 

^Cf. also Johnstone 1973:98, published after this chapter was writ¬ 
ten: "s is a voiceless lateral fricative and z [Sudarabische Expedition d) 

its voiced correlate. These last have an 1 offglide." ^ 

23personal communication from Malcah Yaeger; for the opposite view, 

cf. Rositzke 1939:8. 

24 

ay and i(y) are free variants in Thomas' Mehri list, e.g., halyot, 
hiyut "life;" khulai, kbuli "empty," hair, hir "donkey," khaimit, khltnit 
"tent," askair, askir "soldier," rail, rrlXt "snake," qalaid, qalldit "key," 
anbai, annabi "prophet." 


20 , 

21cf. 

22r 
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Cf. also Strabo, who in the preceding century named Jericho as the 
site of "the palace and the balsam park" (16.2.41). Harrison (1962:344) in¬ 
terprets Strabo (16.2.16) as meaning that balsam "flourished beside the Sea 
of Galilee" as well as in Jericho and then proceeds to prove that Strabo was 
wrong. However, careful reading shows that Straljo says nothing about balsam 
flourishing beside the Sea of Galilee. What he says is that the hollow 
plain which contains the Jordan and a lake called Gennesarites, "also pro¬ 
duces balsam." The balsam producing area is connected with the Sea of 
Galilee only in that they are both part of the same long plain. Furthermore, 
Strabo's description of Jericho — "a plain surrounded by a kind of mountain¬ 
ous country" (16.2.41) — is very similar to his description of the plain 
which produces balsam, which shows that Strabo did indeed consider Jericho 
part of the larger plain. 

26This is also the interpretation of M'lean et. al. (1899:466): 
"Veslingius (Opobalsami Vindiciae, 2431 rightly remarks 'Vallem hie intelli- 
gendam esse Hierichuntis...persuademur.'" 

2^It has never been shown conclusively that the Phoenician use of one 
grapheme to represent both the reflex of PS s and the reflex of PS s reflects 
a merger (cf. Blau 1970:25), let alone that the merger product was realized [§] 
rather than [s]. And even if it could be demonstrated, the demonstration would 
apply only to the standard dialect reflected in the inscriptions. 



XVII. 

Evidence from ’^Arsela - ^Arsa for Lateral S in Aramaic 


Scholars have long recognized that Jewish Aramaic 
arse la. "watchman's hammock" is historically related to 
common Aramaic ^arsa "bed" (< PS ^arsum)^. This recognition 
has generally gone hand in hand with the notion of a "dimin¬ 
utive 1" (Frankel 1878:49, 1886:138, Jastrow [1903] 1950:117, 
Epstein 1960:116), but the existence of such a morpheme must 
be considered unlikely, or, at least, unproven. The other 
parade example upon which this notion is based — Hebrew 
^ara£sl "thick cloud, fog" (cf. Targumic ^arpila "darkness" 
(used to render Hebrew hoszk — not Hebrew ^arapzll), Syriac 
arpela "dark fog, thick darkness," Mandaic arpila, Jewish 
Babylonian ’'urpila {a > u before bilabials) "drizzle," 
Ugaritic grpl "thick cloud") — has an augmentative and fre¬ 
quently divine^ connotation vis a vis Hebrew ’^arip rather 
than a diminutive one, and in any case has a different vowel 
before the 1 than '^arsela (construct ^arsal) has. Moreover, 
the lack of agreement between the initial segments of 
Ugaritic rpt "clouds" and grpl "thick cloud" puts the re¬ 
lationship between Hebrew arapzl and ^arip under a cloud of 
suspicion, even if the cloud is not exactly impenetrable.^ 

The present writer believes that in the case of ^arsela a 
phonological solution is called for — a solution based on 
an "excrescent" or "parasitic" I rather than a diminutive 
one. ^ 

Several solutions of this type suggest themselves, but, 
whichever one we choose, the fact remains that Aramaic sel, 
phonemically /si/, is descended from, or at least corre¬ 
sponds to, PS s. This correspondence is evidence that s was 
a lateral in Aramaic or some northern dialect of Arabic, de¬ 
pending on which explanation we choose. 

One possible explanation would be to take ^arsela as a 
loan-word — the result of an attempt by speakers of a i-less 
Aramaic dialect to imitate the pronunciation of speakers of 
an Aramaic dialect which had not yet merged i with s or an 
Arabic dialect which had not yet shifted ± to s.^ As in the 
case of balsamon and the many parallels^ cited in the pre¬ 
vious chapter, the closest approximation was a combination 
of sibilant plus I, probably representing i plus an J-glide 
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(the I-glide is an off-glide in this case because the con¬ 
ditioning vowel follows i) . The sewa in ’'arsela resulted 
from the application of well-known Aramaic rules concerning 
consonant clusters. The full vowel which separates s from 1 
in the construct form '^arsal^ is just as automatic C^arsl or 
^arsel would have been impossible) except for the fact that 
any of the other full vowels which alternate with sewa would 
have served just as well. 

A second, more interesting possibility is that ^arsela 
developed from *^ar±a within one dialect of Aramaic, in the 
following way: 

1 . */‘!'aria/ developed a non-phonemic glide after i, 
i.e. * [‘J'arila] . 

2. Speakers (e.g. children) began to analyze * [‘^'arila] 
as a quadriliteral (phonemic */‘^arila/) instead of 
triliteral plus non-phonemic glide (phonemic 
*/‘^ar4a/) . 

3. The overt sign of this metanalysis was the insertion 
of sewa between 4 and i, i.e. [“^ariela] . 

4. * [‘^ar4ela] > [“^arsela] by the normal Aramaic sound- 
change 4 > s. 

Step 4 is well known, and we have already discussed step 
1 at great length. The only novel part of this explanation 
is the metanalysis in 2-3 (really one step). This kind of 
metanalysis seems to have parallels in the MSA languages. 
Mehri afhail "lunch" (Thomas 193^:306) seems to have devel¬ 
oped from an older *afsai ~ afki , cf. Harsusi afsi (Thomas 
1937:307), Mehri fasi (Thomas 1937:306), fse (Jahn 1902:256), 
Shahari ifso, faso (Thomas 1937:306), fso (Bittner 1917:28), 
Socotri fso "repas du matin" (Leslau 1938:343). 

Another possible example is Harsusi fihhalat, fizalat 
"silver" (Thomas 1937:319) which seems to have developed from 
a form like Mehri fizat, Shahari flzat (Thomas 1937:318) 
through an intermediate *fizlat, with a frictionless I-glide 
after fricative z. Such a glide would be heard if, for some 
reason, friction was reduced in passing from to the follow¬ 
ing vowel, e.g. the side of the tongue might be lowered be¬ 
fore the breaking of apical contact. It is also possible, 
however, that fihhalat developed from *fizzat (cp. Arabic 
fidda) before MSA simplified geminated consonants, in which 
case metanalysis would be irrelevant here. 

A final parallel is provided by North African Arabic 
gaslef "aufspringen (Haut)," which Kamil (1963:10) has equat¬ 
ed with Egyptian qassafa "rissig werden, aufspringen 
(Hande)." This example is of particular interest, since it 
provides additional evidence (cf. chapters x-xiii) that 
Arabic was once a fricative-lateral. 
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The evidence for the lateral theory adduced in this 
chapter obviously depends on the correctness of our original 
definition of the ^arsela as a type of bed. But there is 
considerable evidence suggesting that the word '^arsela, known 
only from Targum Yonatan (i.e. in this exact form — with s 
rather than z, etc.), referred to a type of shelter. 

The word in question is the Targumic equivalent of 
Hebrew n^luna(h), which occurs only twice in the Bible — 
once in Isaiah 1:8 and once in Isaiah 24:20. Since it is 
apparent from the poetic structure of the former passage 
that m^luna(h) is a synonym of sukka(h) and since later Jew¬ 
ish exegetes pointed out this synonymy (David Qimhi on 
Isaiah 1:8 and Rashi on Isaiah 24:20), it is likely that the 
author(s) of the Targum also understood meluna(h) to refer to 
some type of shelter. There is no evidence here for the 
meaning "hammock." 

The same may be said for Syriac ^arzolo (given here with 
West Syriac vocalization for reasons which will soon become 
apparent; note also s ^ z by assimilation^) which is the 
Peshi^ta's rendering!® of meluna(h) in the two Isaiah pas¬ 
sages. For Arabic ^irzal — a Syriac loanword (Fraenkel 
1886:138; cf. Ibn Durayd's Jamharat al-Luga s.v., where 
the word is characterized as Iraqi, and Maclean 1901:244, 
where the East Syriac vocalization of ‘^'-rz-i-is given as 
i-3-a) used by Saadia Gaon and the Arabic Bible to render 
meluna(h) in the second of the two passages^! — we have 
the explicit statement of the native lexicographers (Al- 
AzharT, Ibn Manzur s.v.) that an ^irz'3.1 is a watchman's 
shelter (sagifatu n-natur) Finally, there is the word 
'^arzela^^ which occurs once in the Babylonian Talmud 
(*^Erubin 25b) . It too seems to refer to some type of 
shelter, rather than a bed, since it has a roof (‘^'Erubin 25a) 
and is contrasted with an '^aksadra — a structure with three 
walls and a roof. 

All of the above sources seem to agree on the meaning 
"watchman's shelter." What, then, is the source of the 
rendering "watchman's hammock"? This rendering is based on 
a traditional Jewish definition of Talmudic '^arzela found 
in the Tosapot (Sens, 13th century), the ^Aruk (Rome, 11th 
century), and the commentary of Rabbenu Hananel (Kairouan, 
11th century). Its occurrence in the last-named work means 
that it probably goes back to the Geonim {^Aruk haSalem 
introd. xii. Encyclopedia Judaica s.v. Hananel ben Hushi'^el) 
— whose glosses on the Talmud are no less a native source 
than the Talmud itself. The text of the definition is cited 
here from Kohut' s edition of the ’^Aruk (s.v. ’’arzela) : 

'^arzela. perus ‘^arsela ... we-hu('^) hahalim metuMm 

me-'^ilan le-'^ilan k^-min mitta(h) li'&kab ^alzha ha^- 
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somer bal-layla(h) we-leseb tahat sillah bay-yom w^- 

0 0 — • — • 

tahteha patuah kullo. 

'^arzela. An ^arsela ... that is, [a set of] ropes 
stretched from tree to tree as a kind of bed for the 
watchman to sleep on at night and sit under, in its 
shade, during the day — the space below which is com¬ 
pletely open [i.e. from all sides]. 

This definition, as it is traditionally interpreted 
(by Tosapot, Kohut, Jastrow, and others) classifies the 
'^arzela as a type of bed (cf. also Ibn Durayd, s.v. '^irzal: 
wa-kullu say'^in jama’^tahu wa-watta'^tabu li-tanama ^alayhi 
fa-huwa ^irzal. "Anything which you gather and fix up for 
sleeping is an ’^irzal."); nevertheless, any contradiction 
between it and the sources considered above is immediately 
resolved by the revelation that this bed also serves as a 
shelter from the burning sun during the day. 

It is striking, to say the least, that this secondary 
use of the watchman's bed is also mentioned in a nineteenth 
century description of the Syrian (?) watchman's hut by the 
Arabist Johann Wetzstein (Delitzsch 1882:74-5): 

The watchman's hut, for the protection of the vineyards 
and melon and maize fields against thieves, herds, or 
wild beasts, is now called either ^arlshe and mantara 
if it is only slightly put together from branches of 
trees, or cheme if it is built up high in order that 
the watcher may see a great distance. The ch&me is 
the more frequent; at harvest it stands in the midst 
of the threshing floors (bej^dlr) of a district and it 
is constructed in the following manner: — Four poles 
aw^ld) are set up so as to form the corners of a 
sguare, the sides of which are about eight feet in 
length. Eight feet above the ground, four cross pieces 
of wood awarid) are tightly bound to these with cords, 
on which planks, if they are to be had, are laid. Here 
is the watcher's bed which consists of a litter. Six or 
seven feet above this, cross beams are again bound to 
the four poles, on which boughs, or reeds (gasab), or a 
mat {hasirah) forms a roof (sath), from which the cheme 
has its name; for the Piel forms , 0*11/ nil® 

signify, "to be stretched over anything after the manner 
of a roof." Between the roof and the bed, three sides 
of the cheme are hung ro\ind with a mat, or with reeds 
or straw {gashsh) bound together, in order to keep off 
the cold night-winds, and also to keep the thieves in 
ignorance as to the number of watchers. A small lad¬ 
der, sullem, frequently leads to the bed-chamber. The 
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space between the ground and this chamber is closed only 
on the west side to keep off the hot afternoon sun, for 
through the day the watcher sits below with his dog, 
upon the ground. Here is also his place of reception, 
if any passers-by visit him; for, like the village 
shepherd, the fieldwatcher has the right of showing a 
h\amble hospitality to any acquaintances. When the 
fruits have been gathered in, the ch&me is removed. The 
field-watchman is now called natur and the verb is natar 
"to keep watch," instead of which the quadriliteral 
n&tar (from the plur. naw^tlr "the watchers"), has also 
been formed. In one part of Syria, all these forms are 
written with d instead of t, and pronounced accordingly. 

It will be noted that this structure differs from the 
Talmudic '^arzela in having a roof over the bed. This seem¬ 
ingly minor detail is of crucial importance from a semantic 
point of view, since it means that the essential component 
which makes this structure a shelter is not the bed (in spite 
of the secondary use of the latter referred to above) but the 
roof above the bed — as Wetzstein explicitly states. The 
same is true of the watchman's hut from Arabia (Tihama) de¬ 
picted in Niebuhr's Description de I'Arabie (1774: plate XV, 
figure F) . It would be rash to assxame that structures of 
this type did not go by the name of ^arsela (or the various 
phonetic variants thereof) in the ancient Near East, and it 
is unnecessary as well. The evidence for the lateral theory 
presented in this chapter will in no way be weakened if we 
assiime that after the watchman's bed acquired a secondary 
function, the term ^ars^IS may have been broadened to in¬ 
clude the kind of structure described by Wetzstein and de¬ 
picted by Niebuhr. 

Would our argument be weakened if it turns out that 
such structures were included among the denotata of ^ars^l^ 
from the very beginning? It would, but not as much as one 
might suppose; for, though it was the meaning "watchman's 
hammock" which prompted scholars to connect ^arsela with 
‘!‘ars3 in the first place, the meaning "watchman's hut" also 
leads us to Kars'S, or at least to the South Semitic cognates 
of ‘J'arsS: Mehri arkit, aresten "hut (palm)," Harsusi arhit 
arsait, arihten "hut (palm), tent" (Thomas 1937:302-3,323), 
Shahari arhait, arhet "hut (palm) " doc. cit.) ,'^ars/t 
’^arset "RohrhUtte" (Bittner 1917:18),^ Arabic ''’arTs "hut 
(made of palm-leaf sticks or other materials)" (Al-Azharl 
s.v.),^^ Ethiopic ’^aris "tabernaculum, lambraculum" (Dillman 
1865 S.V.). Even Hebrew eres , which ordinarily means "bed," 

/ v 0 O ' 

may mean "bower" in the phrase ’^arsenu ra^anana (h) (Song 1: 
16), for, according to Kutscher (1961:16), it is doiibtful 
that the adjective ra^anan "fresh, luxuriant," used else- 
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where of trees, can be used to describe a bed. Following 
Rabbenu “^Obadiah of Bertinoro (15th century CE) , Kutscher 
compares eres in the above verse with Mishnaic ’^aris 
"(structure made of) trellised vines." It follows that the 
derivation ^arsela c *’^ars- is relatively independent of 
the semantic problem we have been discussing, and that this 
bit of evidence for the lateral theory is solidly based. 


^According to Fraenkel (1886:138), the relationship was already recog¬ 
nized by Buxtorf. Fraenkel is apparently referring to the fact that 
Buxtorf's Lexicon Chaldaicum Talmudicum et Rabbinicim (1640) renders ’^arsa 
with Latin lectus "couch" and ’^arsela with the Latin diminutive of lectus, 
i.e., lectulus "small couch." 

^Could ’^arapei be derived from an earlier *trp 31 "cloud of God"? Cf. 
Hebrew Babel "Babylon" < Akkadian BSiili, which meant, according to popular 
etymology, "gate of the gods" (Encyclopedia Migrait s.v. Babel). Cf. also 
Hebrew Karmel "Carmel," which may have meant"vineyard of God," especially in 
light of its use in II Chronicles 26:10 (cited by Encyclopedia Migrait s.v. 
Karmel to prove that karmel is also a common noun meaning "wine-producing 
area"). Finally cf. Hebrew harare ’el "mountains (worthy) of God" in Psalms 
36:7. 

^Fluctuation between ’ and g in the vicinity of r (g and r are both 
trills and are actually merged in Jewish Baghdadi Arabic) was noted already 
by Brockelmann (1908:225,226) and, to judge from Brockelmann's reference, 
Noldeke. Beeston (1962a:11) has a nice list of examples, but unfortunately 
he did not take the Ugaritic and Canaanite evidence into account in deter¬ 
mining the direction of the change. Thus, he compares Arabic mgrb with ESA 
m’rJb, but does not mention jn’ri) in Ugaritic (and MSA and the Arabic dialects 
of Datlna, Hadramawt, and Zuf3r, for that matter). He also compares ESA 
ttrt "sluices" with Arabic tgr "mouth; seaport," but leaves out Ugaritic 
tgr "gate" and hieroglyphic Canaanite Sa-’a-ru. The latter form, pace 
Harris (1939:63), proves nothing about the existence of g in twelfth-century 
Canaanite. 

^"Excrescent" and "parasitic" are the terms used by Anttila (1972:67ff) 
and Malmberg (1963:60), respectively, to describe consonants which are, as it 
were, sponteineously generated out of nothing in clearly defined phonetic en¬ 
vironments . 

^The latter may be more likely since there is a distinct possibility 
that the meaning "hut" for ’ars is a South Semitic innovation, as the follow¬ 
ing chart shows: 

BED 

1) East Semitic 

Akkadian ersu X 

2) Northwest Semitic 

Hebrew ’ eres ^ 

Ugaritic ’rs ^ 

Aramaic ’^arsa X 

3) South Semitic 

MSA ariit, ariet 
Ethiopia ’aris 
Arabic ’arls 

^The most striking parallel is (^Jest) Mehri Arzhlit "tent" reported by 
Bent (1900:443). It is clearly identical with (East) Mehri arhit "hut" and 
Harsusi arhit "hut, tent" reported by Thomas (1937:302-3,323). The zh tran¬ 
scription in this word and in Izhhe "evening meal" (cp. Thomas 1937:294 aisi, 


HUT 


X 

X 

X 
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aisai "dinner"; Jahn 1902:243 ise "Abendmahlzeit"; Arabic ‘^as3'? "dinner, 
supper") indicates a voiced allophone of /i/ in West Mehri. This widening of 
the field of dispersion of /i/ was made possible by the merger of /fe/ with 
/!/ in that dialect (see the section entitled "Landberg's and the up- 
isogloss" in chapter ii). 

^This is a back-formation since, historically, /'^'arsal/ must have de¬ 
veloped from /'^arslV/ (assuming that we are right about 1 representing an 
off-glide from an original 4) which is the reverse of the historically pre¬ 
valent pattern /CVCCVC/ > /CVCCCV/. In our synchronic rules, of course, we 
will derive AarslV/ from /‘^arsal/, following the historically prevalent 
pattern. 

®See chapter xvi, fn. 24, for the free variation of T and ai in Mehri. 

^The form rzl'> is also found in some editions of the Targum including 
Lagarde's edition of Codex Reuchlinianus and a Yemenite manuscript from the 
16th-17th century (Stenning 1949). 

^*^For a discussion of the historical relationship between the Targum 
and the Syriac translation, cf. Rowlands 1959. 

^^Where the image is of shaking, but not in the first of the two 
passages (Isaiah 1:8) where the image is of desertion. For various reasons, 
’^arSzil were constructed on the tops of trees, where, no doubt, the slight¬ 
est wind would set them shaking. 

^^Note that the word for a watchman, like the word for his shelter, 
C^irzSJ) is Aramaic, cf. Jewish Aramaic. nStSr'S. 

l^our printed editions of the Talmud and even some manuscripts (e.g. 
Codex Munich) have '>urzila ("^wrzyl?) , but this reading is apparently due to 
contcimination with the word '>utzila meaning "gazelle." Codex Oxford and some 
versions of Rashi's commentary have ’rzl’ (Rabbinovicz 1960:111,93), as do 
the ''Ariik (s.v.), Rabbenu Hananel's commentary, and the Maggid Mi^neh and 
Kesep Mi^neh, both on Maimonides' Misneh Torah, Hilkot Sabbat, XVI, 7. 

^^Cf. also the MSA words for "anchorage" reported by Thomas (1937:284- 
5): Shahari axket, Harsusi erisait, eriz, Mehri marsai. 

^^Several native Syriac-Arabic dictionaries actually give this Arabic 
word (along with “^irzal) as a gloss of '^'arzaia (Payne Smith 1901 s.v.). 
Examples of ’^ar'I'§(a) used of a watchman's hut come from Wetzstein, who states 
that "the watchman's hut, for the protection of the vineyards and melon and 
maize fields against thieves, herds, or wild beasts, is now called either 
'^arishe [or] mantara..." (Delitzsch 1882:74-5), and from Saadia, who renders 
sukki(h) in Isaiah 1:8 (where the context points to a watchman's hut) with 
Taris (Derenbourg edition; cf. also mSJunS (h) = manzTlra in the parallel 
hemistich) instead of zalnl, which is his rendering of sukka(h) in most of 
the fourteen other places in the translation and in his dictionary (Allony 
1969:365). We might also note in passing that, according to Al-Azharl, an 
farig (like an '^irzal) is a kind of mizalla, and that mizalla is the Arabic 


cognate of Aramaic m^tall^ff, which, as the Targumic equivalent of Hebrew 
sukkk(h) , occurs in synonymous parallelism with '^'arsSla (more precisely, 
varsal m^bapita) in the Targum of Isaiah 1:8. In other words: ‘^arrs ; 
mizalla ;; ''arsela : me%alleta. 



xvm. 

Evidence from Kaldu - KaMim for Lateral S in Hebrew 


striking evidence for the lateral theory is contained in 
any Hebrew-English Bible; the equation kasdim = Chaldaeans 
is evidence that Hebrew s sounded like 1 . Of course the 
facts are far more complicated than this simple observation, 
but all of the facts and interpretations that follow cannot 
change the fundamental correspondence of Hebrew s with 1 in 
the two variants of this name. 

Let us first trace back English "Chaldaean" to its 
source. The earliest translation of the Bible, the Septua- 
gint, has khaldaioi for Hebrew kasdim, a term which Herodotus 
(I,81ff) used in c. 460 BCE to refer to the priests of Bel. 
This Greek form is no doubt a rendering of the Aramaic 
kaldSy^ — attested only later in Syriac, Jewish Babylonian, 
Mandaic, Christian Palestinian and Palmyrene^ kaJdaya' 
"Chaldaean; astrologer, fortune-teller"^ — plus the Greek 
plural ending oi. The Aramaic name in turn probably derives 
from the Akkadian gentilic kaiday- (kal-da-a-a; Strassmaier 
1886:512, lines 7,9) which must come straight from the 
Chaldaeans themselves (since Akkadian was the language of 
Babylonia when the Chaldaeans arrived there). The name is 
first attested in an inscription of Ashurnasirpal II dated 
approximately 878 BCE: mat Kaldu "Chaldaea" (Brinkman 
1968:260). The I-variant of the name^ is obviously old and 
widespread. In fact, it appears at first glance to be the 
only variant attested in non-Jewish sources. Further in¬ 
vestigation, however, reveals that there are some exceptions 
to this general rule — and some highly interesting ones at 
that. 


In medieval Iraq, for example, the Aramaic-speaking 
descendants of the ancient Babylonians were still calling 
themselves al-kasdaniyyun (Brinkman 1968:265, Chwolson 
1859:Iff) or rather some Aramaic version of this. We owe 
this information to A^ad ben *!'A1T ibn Wahsiyya who, in 
the ninth or tenth century, translated some works of his 
people into Arabic from "the language of the kasd^niyyUn"^ 
(loc. cit.). His gentilic epithet, al-Kasdanl,^ is record¬ 
ed both on the title pages^ of these works (found by 
Chwolson in the Leiden University Library) and in the kitSJb 
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3.1-Fihrist (1,311). The latter (loc. cit.) as Brinkman 
points out, uses al-Kaldani and al-Kasd3nT indiscriminately 
in referring to Ibn Wahsiyya; and Ibn Wahsiyya himself call¬ 
ed one of his books MadShibu al-kaldaniyyin fl al-asnam 
"Chaldaean Teachings about Idols," no doubt referring to 
his own people. 

This equation of kasda.ni and kald’Sni enables us to use 
the testimony of Al-Mas'^udi concerning the kald'S.niyyun in 
Al-tanbih wa-al-israf. In this history-book, Al-Mas'^udl is 
primarily interested in the ancient Chaldaeans, but after 
one of his references® to the kaldaniyyun he adds: "that 
is, the Babylonians whose remnants at present [967 CE] are 
in the swamps between Wasit and Basra in villages"^ (p. 137). 
This note places the medieval kasdaniyyun - kaldaniyyun 
right smack in the middle of the old Chaldaean homeland.^® 

It seems reasonable to infer that these people are the di¬ 
rect heirs of the ancient Chaldaeans, and that the form 
kasd- is a direct descendant of the original Chaldaean name, 
one of the few witnesses to that name which are independent 
of Akkadian. 

Another possible sibilant-variant occurs in a royal in¬ 
scription from al-'^Uqlah (Jamme 1963:44) which describes 
three legations that 11*^ add Yalit, King of Hadramawt (third 
century CE) received at his al-'^Uqlah resort. One of the 
legations was composed of "Du Matron and Falaqat, the two 
KaSadites {ks^dyyhn) ." Jamme believes that these ks^dyyhn 
were members of a local tribe but the only evidence he is 
able to adduce for the existence of such a clan is a small 
set of personal names and a place-name outside of South 
Arabia. 

A different interpretation — and, for our purposes, 
a more interesting one — has been offered by Muller (1964: 
38^) and accepted by Wissman (1964:457). MUller argues that 
ks'^dyyhn means "the two Chaldaeans" since: 

a) the members of the other two legations are described 
as tdmryyhn "two Tadmarites" and hndyyhn "two Hin- 
dites" — terms which could easily refer to men of 
Palmyra and India. Legations from two such distant 
lands would be compatible with a legation of 
Chaldaeans. 

b) none of the three supposedly South Arabian tribes is 
mentioned elsewhere. 

o 

c) nisjba-adjectives like ks'^dy, tdmry, and hndy are used 
for foreign peoples rather than South Arabian tribes. 
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d) the phonemes of ks^dy correspond perfectly to those 
of Hebrew ka^di(m) and Biblical Aramaic kaiday. 

MUller's argument is not convincing as it stands. It fails 
to provide a motive for a visit to Hadramawt by Indians and 
Chaldaeans or to explain why Chaldaeans would have South^^ 
Semitic names. 

Upon closer examination, however, the history of the 
kingdom of Hadramawt provides a perfect context for MUller's 
interpretation of the inscription. During the Greco-Roman 
period, Hadramawt was a far more important place than it is 
today. The reason for its importance can be summed up in one 
word: frankincense. In those days, Hadramawt included 

Zufar^^ — one of the two regions in the world which produced 
frankincense (Van Beek 1964:103-4), a product for which there 
was a tremendous, worldwide demand. One of the biggest mar¬ 
kets for this product was India. The anonymous Periplus of 
the Erythraean Sea describes in great detail the lucrative 
sea-trade between South Arabia and Barygaza, Muziris, and 
other ports on the west coast of India (Van Beek 1964:109). 

Of particular interest is the fact that the Periplus 
names an Eleazos as the reigning king of Hadramawt, the 
king who presided over this booming trade with India. 
According to Wissman (1964:72 and Tafel Ilia) this Eleazos 
is none other than the 11‘^'add Yalit of our inscription!^"^ 

It is also interesting to note that Il'^azz^^ Yalit is 
mentioned repeatedly in the inscriptions found at Khor Rori 
in the frankincense region, whereas only one inscription 
from this region mentions any other king (Albright 1953: 

39) This suggests that Il'^azz took a particularly active 

part in the frankincense trade. 

Given the magnitude of the trade with India under Il'^azz 
Yalit and the extent of his power to grant preferential tar¬ 
iffs or any number of other concessions, it is reasonable to 
expect that he would receive visits from Indian merchants. 

If, however, Jamme were still to insist that the hndyyhn were 
local subjects of the HadramT king, we might be able to ac¬ 
cept that, for, according to the Periplus, there were Indian 
merchants living on the northern coast of Socotra (par. 30) 
and Socotra was also ruled by Eleazos (par. 31). These 
Indians would presxamably satisfy both Muller and Jamme. 

Visits by Palmyrene and Chaldaean merchants would make 
just as much sense. Palmyra owed its fame and fortune to 
its location along "the king's road" — one of the routes 
by which Hadrami frankincense was brought north. A second 
northward route of great importance sheds xinexpected light 
on the origin of the ks^dyyhn. The following is Van Beek's 
(1958:145) description of that route: 
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Strabo reports that a journery from Gerrha to 
Hadhramaut required forty days (16.4.4). This suggests 
the existence of an overland route across the middle of 
the Arabian peninsula, since a course skirting the sands 
would require more time. Presiamably, this route was 
primarily used for the transport of Dhofar frankincense 
to the north. From Gerrha, frankincense was distrib¬ 
uted to Mesopotamia and to Palestine, according to Stra¬ 
bo (16.4.18; 16.3.3) and Diodorus Siculus (III.42.5). 

The relationship between Gerrha and South Arabia is 
gradually being brought into sharp focus. It will be 
remembered that Gerrha was inhabited by Chaldaean exiles 
from Babylon [my italics] according to Strabo (16.3.3). 
While his source — probably Eratosthenes in this in¬ 
stance — goes back only to the third century B.C., 
Gerrha must have been a Chaldaean stronghold for some 
centuries earlier. W.F. Albright has shown that the 
probable source of the Chaldaean script is Southeast 
Arabia. Since Hadhramaut was generally oriented toward 
its eastern neighbors, including the Mahra country and 
Dhofar, in the first century A.D.^^ (Periplus para. 27) 
and possibly throughout its entire history, the exist¬ 
ence of a route connecting Gerrha and Hadhramaut is not 
at all surprising. 

Van Beek apparently overlooked the fact that this route is 
actually drawn on the map of Ptolemy Claudius' Geography 
(c. 150-160 CE). It began at Sabbatha (=ESA s^bwt,capital 
of Hadramawt) and passed through Nagara metropolis (=ESA 
ngrn, Arabic Najran), ending at Gerrha polis (Wissman and 
Hofner 1952:12). 

In view of the fact that the Chaldaean colony of Gerrha 
was one of fedramawt's oldest and biggest trading partners, 
it is difficult to avoid the conclusion that the ks^dyyhn 
who accompanied the Hadramt king from S^abwat to his resort 
in al-'^Uqlah were Chaldaeans from that town — not Chaldaens 
in the broad sense of "Babylonians" but Chaldaeans in the 
narrow, ethnic sense, descendants of the southern wing of 
the Bit Yakin tribe whose territory extended along the 
Persian Gulf as far south as Dilmiin (Dougherty 1932:153, 
Encyclopedia Miqrait s.v. kasdim ), the region of modern 
Bahrain and of ancient Gerrha. These southern Chaldaeans, 
far away from the glitter of Babylonian civilization, must 
have succeeded a good deal better than their northern cousins 
in preserving their South Semitic (Moritz 1926:206, Albright 
1952, Biggs 1965 and cf. Mitchell 1969:114; but cf. Eph’J'al 
1974 for a different view) language and culture. It follows 
that we ought not be surprised to find Chaldaeans with 
South Semitic names instead of the East Semitic names (Al- 
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bright 1952:44, Brinkman 1968:265) borne by the Chaldaeans 
mentioned in our cuneiform sources. 

Let us return now to the subject of our chapter: the 
correspondence between Akkadian 1 (.kaldu) and Hebrew s 
(kasdim). In order to evaluate this correspondence as evi¬ 
dence for the lateral hypothesis, we must first determine the 
origin of the corresponding forms. We have already pointed 
out that the Akkadian form is probably a direct rendering of 
the original Chaldaean name as pronoianced by the Chaldaeans 
themselves. But what about the Hebrew form? What can we 
deduce about its origin? 

We can immediately rule out an Aramaic borrowing, since 
all of the Aramaic dialects, except for some of the Jewish 
ones, have an I in the word for "Chaldaean." A first millen¬ 
nium borrowing from Akkadian is, pace Kaufman (1974:141)1^, 
excluded for the same reason.However, it is possible, and 
in fact widely believed, that Akkadian kaldu developed from 
an earlier *kasdu (in accordance with the well-known Akkadian 
sound law discussed in the next chapter) and that Hebrew 
kasdim is a rendering of this very early form. 

It must be admitted that this theory weakens the effec¬ 
tiveness of the kaldu - kasdim correspondence as evidence for 
lateral s in Hebrew (although some evidence can be squeezed 
out of the putative fact that precisely the allophone of 
Akkadian /§/ which was later to split off and merge with /!/ 
was heard by the Hebrews as being closer to s than to s). 

But the theory is far from proven. It is flawed by the fact 
that the crucial form *kasdu has never been found, or, ac¬ 
cording to proponents of the theory, "has not yet been found" 
(Encyclopedia Miqrait s.v. kasdim). It was probably this 
problem which motivated A.L. Oppenheim's judgment (1962:556) 
that "no linguistically satisfactory explanation of this dif¬ 
ference [between the Hebrew and Akkadian forms of the name] 
is known." 

One last possibility exists: that Hebrew kasdim, like 
Akkadian kaldu and the Aramaic prototype of kasdani, is a 
direct and independent rendering of the original name as it 
was heard from the mouths of the Chaldaeans themselves. In 
that case, we have Hebrew s and Akkadian 1 rendering the same 
Chaldaean phone, suggesting that Hebrew s had some feature in 
common with Akkadian I. 

Naturally, this cannot be confirmed at the present time 
given the state of our knowledge about the Chaldaeans; but if 
it turns out that the Chaldaeans spoke an eastern dialect of 
ESA, as the present evidence linking them to Zufar (Albright 
1952:44, Biggs 1965, but cf. Eph'^'al 1974:113 for a different 
view) |uggests, and if the ESA word for "Chaldaean" really 
was ks'^dy, it will follow that the original Chaldaean name 
probably contained a voiceless fricative-lateral, a phone 
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which could easily have given rise to the two renderings 
(Akkadian 1 and Hebrew s) which we have been discussing. 


It is unlikely that the Greek form comes directly from Akkadiein 
kaldSy- since it is almost inconceivable that the Greeks could have heard 
of the Chaldaeans before the reign of Nabopolassar (626-605), the first king 
of the Chaldaean dynasty. Even by this time, Akkadian was on the wane, if 
not actually extinct. 

^Of course the vocalization of this name is attested for only some of 
the dialects named. 

^"Astrologer" is the usual meaning of Biblical Aramaic kasdSy as well. 

^Henceforth, simply the "J- variant" as opposed to the various 
"sibilant-variants." 

^Jis3nu l-kasd5niyy1na, not lis'Sn al~kasd5n1 as Brinkman reports 
(1968:265), cf. also lugatu 1-kasdSniyyina in Kitcih al-Fihrist I, 358. 

^It is interesting to note that Kasdan occurs as a Jewish family-name 
today, e.g. Sara Kasdan, the author of Love and Knishes. 

^Or possibily one of the prefaces. Chwolson is not specific on this 

point. 

®Not in his chapter on "The Seven Nations of Antiquity" which contains 
his major discussion of the Chaldaeans, but in the chapter on "The Kings of 
Byzantium from the Hijra to 345 [967 CE]" — as an after-thought. 

^Wa-hmiu 1-bablliyyuna 1-ladIna baqiyyatuhmi fi had3 1-waqti bi-1- 
bat'S'^ihi bayna VT&sit wa-l-Basra fl quran hun'Sk. 

^°The swamp-lands belonged to the territory of Bit Yakin, the most pow¬ 
erful of the Chaldaean tribes {Encyclopedia Miqrait s.v. kasdim ). 

^^An examination of the names in Harding 1971 reveals that the parti¬ 
cle ^ is almost always associated with ESA names, but the Safaitic parallels 
to these names adduced by Jamme (1963:44) (cf. also Harding 1971:471) show 
that a North Arabic origin is not excluded. 

^^On the other hand, Jamme himself admits (1963:45) that the names of 
the two Hindites, dhrdh and mndh "may be of Indian origin." The sequence 
dh which occurs three times in these two names was used during the Islamic 
period to represent Indian "aspirated" d^. It may be objected that this was 
an orthographic practice used by the Indians themselves to distinguish as¬ 
pirated d^ from unaspirated d, and that it is not at all certain that a South 
Arabian in the pre-Islamic period would hear Indian d^ as dh. But this 
difficulty disappears once we learn that "the king's guests and servants 
wrote their own texts" (Jamme 1963;]D) . There is no difficulty in assuming 
that the Indian guests wrote their own texts or at least spelled their names 
for the engraver, since, as merchants (see immediately below), they would 
have to be able, at the very least, to sign their names in South Arabic 
script — particularly if they were members of the Indian community on 
Socotra, for the latter was a dependency,of Hadramawt (see immediately be¬ 
low) . 

l^Today ^ufar is dependency of Oman. 

^^This is a reversal of Wissman's earlier position (Wissman and Hofner 
1952:332). In 1952, he was working with a first century CE date for the 
Periplus; in 1964, he switched,with other scholars, to a third.century date. 
As a result, ll'^azz I, II, and III became one man. 

l^For the 11^add - Il'>'azz fluctuation, cf. Beeston 1962:13. 

^^Albright calls him Il'^azz Yalit I, but see fn. 14, above. 

17 

Or whenever the Periplus was written; see fn. 14, above. 

^®For the location of Gerrha, cf. James 1969. 

^Kaufman's position that the 1 of kaldu "was heard as sin by the West 
Semites (but as 1 by the Greeks)" is, in addition to being factually incor¬ 
rect (cf. the Aramaic renderings of kaldu listed at the beginning of this 
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chapter) and historically implausible (cf. fn. 1, above), linguistically 
improbable, if it is to be interpreted as meaning that the 1 of kaldu, being 
derived from older s, was phonetically different from etymological I. Al¬ 
though it is theoretically possible that the large-scale replacement of <s> 
by <1> in Middle Babylonian and Assyrian texts is a "false report of merger" 
a la Labov, Yaeger, and Steiner (1972:229-57), the burden of proof clearly 
rests on the proponent of such a theory. 

^°Unless Lehmann (1892:158) and Brockelmann (1900:396) were correct in 
their belief that Akkadian 1 was voiceless, but cf. the next chapter for ob¬ 
jections to this theory. Moreover, even if it was voiceless, would it not 
have had a voiced allophone before the d of kaldu, as Lehmann himself (loc. 
cit.) suggested? 

^^Cf. Grintz 1962:190fnl0: 

"Akkadian grammar ... is clear on this point, that beginning with Middle 
Babylonian (1500 B.C.) the consonantal group sd had changed into Id. And 
this is borne out by the very name of the Chaldaeans, which from the first 
appear in the inscriptions as Kaldu. This is also the name given them in 
non-Biblical Aramaic (kldy7) and in Greek {khaldaioi). Thus, the combined 
Hebrew name "^Vr-Kasdim, which as an exception evinces a form prior to the 
fifteenth century B.C., must necessarily be an old designation which had 
come down from the Patriarchal epoch just in this form. Apparently it is 
because of this combination, long established in Hebrew tradition that, 
when the Chaldaeans appear later on the historical scene, the old form 
Kasdim was applied to them in spite of the universally accepted more 
modern form Kaldu." , 

2%'or evidence that ESA was already a fricative-lateral in the 
fourth century BCE, see chapter xvi. 



XIX. 

Evidence for Lateral § in Akkadian 


The Akkadian merger of s with 1 before apical stops 
(e.g. ildu < isdu "foundation" homonymous with ildu < ildu 
"offspring," ilti < isti "with" hononymous with iiti < ilti 
"goddess (gen.)," qiltu < gistu^ "forest; gift" hononymous 
with qiltu < *qiltu^ "alkali," baltu < bastu^ "shame; vital 
power" hononymous with baltu < baltu "a thorny plant") and 
apical spirants (e.g. ulziz < usziz "he placed," ilsi < 
issi "he called") is one of the most famous sound-changes in 
all of the Semitic languages, and certainly one of the best 
documented. Hundreds of tablets allow us to follow its pro¬ 
gress from sporadic beginnings in Old Babylonian (Reiner 1973 
35, von Soden 1969:5) to full-blown maturity in Middle 
Babylonian and Assyrian (Bbhl 1909:23, Aro 1955:38, Jucquois 
1966:272,275). Nevertheless, in spite of this wealth of da¬ 
ta, few Semitists would claim to understand this sound-change 
fully. In the words of Moscati (1964b:35), "The causes of 
this phenomenon are still not clear." 

The problem, of course, is to explain the sudden jump 
from s to 1, from a voiceless palatal central fricative to 
a voiced alveolar lateral approximant. This is not an in¬ 
superable problem since intermediate stages (one of which 
would almost certainly be a voiceless fricative-lateral) can 
easily be imagined. This is the explanation offered by Bouda 
(1947:52-3) for similar shifts in Iranian and Ostyak. 

Another approach might be to re-examine the conventional de¬ 
scriptions, given above,of the Akkadian phonemes convention¬ 
ally designated s and 1, in an attempt to bring these two 
end-points closer together. Lehmann's claim (1892:158, cf. 
also Brockelmann 1900), in connection with our soxind-change, 
that Akkadian 1 was voiceless is a good example of this 
approach applied to one of the end-points. Gumpertz's'^ 
suggestion (1942:114fn), in the same connection, that Akka¬ 
dian s was a voiceless fricative-lateral exemplifies the 
same approach applied to the second end-point. 

Of the three possibilities, the second is the least 
likely. It is difficult to believe that one phoneme spon¬ 
taneously underwent vinconditional de-voicing in Akkadian 
while all of the others were unaffected, especially when 
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the phoneme in question happens to be /!/. We have already 
seen^ that it is extremely unusual to find a language which 
has a voiceless lateral phoneme with no voiced counterpart. 
Thus, Lehmann's proposal entails the assiamption of a change 
from a typologically normal to a typologically aberrant 
system, and should therefore be rejected in favor of the 
other proposals. 

The first of the three possibilities has the great ad¬ 
vantage of not requiring any dislocation of established 
views, but it is uneconomical, for, in positing a i second¬ 
arily developed from s, it fails to exploit the MSA evidence 
suggesting that Akkadian s may have inherited a lateral re¬ 
alization from one of its PS ancestors (proto-phonemes). In 
fact, the Socotri i undergoes a merger with 1 before s and s° 
(Leslau 1938:32) which is the closest thing to an exact rep¬ 
lica of the Akkadian sound-change that we can reasonably hope 
to find. Surely, when we find, in two cognate languages, two 
phonemes which are descended from the same proto-phoneme and 
imdergo the same distinctive sound-change, we have a right to 
assume that they are phonetically similar or even identical.”^ 
If so, it follows that Akkadian s was a lateral, as Gumpertz 
suggested. 

Since the merger seems to have begian with st rather than 
sd (von Soden 1969:5), it seems fair to make the further as¬ 
sumption (reminiscent of, but quite different from, Leh¬ 
mann's) that /!/ had a voiceless allophone before /t/.® If 
so, the original change was [i] > [l]/_[t], i.e. a simple 
loss of friction. The slightly later change [4] > [l]/_[d] 

involved in addition the acquisition of voicing through 
assimilation. 

In arguing for Gumpertz's solution, we are not unmind¬ 
ful of the difficulties it entails. The conventional trans¬ 
literation s is firmly based on the agreement between ety¬ 
mology (the phoneme in question is the reflex not only of 
PS s but also of PS s) and the rendering of the phoneme in 
Akkadian loanwords in Hebrew, Aramaic, and Persian 
(Delitzsch 1889:106). On the other hand, it should be re¬ 
membered that these loanwords were borrowed in the Neo- 
Babylonian period, a thousand years after the sound-change 
we are investigating. By that time, Akkadian /s/ could 
have shifted (without undergoing any new merger) from [4] 
to [s], just as Arabic did centuries later. Moreover, the 
evidence of the Jerusalem Amarna letters (14th century — 
almost contemporary with the soxind-change), though extremely 
fragmentary, seems to give a picture of Akkadian s which is 
entirely different from the conventional one (Harris 1939:34, 
Nitzan 1973:43): 
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sa-te-e = sade(h) "field" 
se-e-ri = se^ir "Seir" 

u-ru-sa-lim = yerusalem (ketib) "Jerusalem" 

la-ki~si = lakis "Lachish" 

bit sa-a-ni = bet se'^an "Beisan" 

The rendering of Canaanite s with Akkadian §9 (although 
it should be noted that Canaanite t is also rendered with 
Akkadian s in sa-ak-mi = sektm "Shechem"10) and Canaanite s 
with Akkadian s gives support to Gumpertz's proposal and sug¬ 
gests that the realization [s] (of Akkadian /§/) may have 
been an innovation of the post-Amarna period. 

Further support for this proposal comes from the variant 
spellings of a non-Assyrian name in the Old Assyrian texts 
(c. 1950-1750 BCE) from Kliltepe: I-la-li-el-ka = E-la-li-is~ 
ka (Hecker 1968:53). 

The most likely explanation for these variants seems to 
be that the name was phonemically /Ilalilka/ but that it was, 
at least on occasion, realized [Ilalilka], with partial as¬ 
similation of 1 to voiceless k. This explanation — or rath¬ 
er , the simple fact that Old Assyrian s and 1 could be used 
to render the same foreign phone(me) — suggests that Old 
Assyrian s may have been a lateral. 

It is interesting to note that even according to the 
conventional view, Akkadian had a phoneme with the same phon¬ 
etic value as PS s until the end of the Old Akkadian period. 
This phoneme represented the product of a merger of PS s and 
PS s in which the latter, not the former, gave up its phon¬ 
etic identity. It was only at the end of this period that 
Akkadian is said to have lost its s by merging it with s, the 
phonetically altered reflex of PS t. Thus, the only change 
in the conventional view entailed by Gumpertz' s proposal con¬ 
cerns this second merger, specifically its direction. If 
this proposal is correct we must write: Old Akkadian s > s 
rather than s > s. 

One possible objection to this theory is that we usual¬ 
ly expect the uncommon phone — in this case, the lateral 
phone — to give up its identity in a merger (i.e. we ex¬ 
pect the "marked" feature to be lost), and in fact this was 
the usual fate of s in its various mergers in the various 
Semitic languages and of the in its independent (Blau 
1969:42) mergers with in the various Arabic dialects. 
Nevertheless, there are exceptions to this rule. In Zufar 
and DatTna, for example, central merged with lateral ^ 
rather than vice versa.^ The merger of s with s in Pre- 
Old Akkadian is another example, assuming that the conven¬ 
tional view is correct. 

Moreover, it is possible to remedy the abovementioned 
defect by assuming that the direction of the Old Akkadian 
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merger was s > s in some environments (including /_apical), 
but s > s in others.12 This would mean that the Old 
Babylonian /§/ phoneme had two allophones — [s] and [s] — 
each continuing an originally independent Proto-Semitic 
phoneme. 


^Many Assyriologists write the word for "gift" with a long vowel 
iqistu), but this practice may be "only etymologically and morphophonemically 
correct" (Reiner 1966:121). 

^This word is not attested in the period before the merger, but its 
original form (with etymological I) can be reconstructed from its Semitic 
cognates, e.g. Syriac gejya "alkali," Arabic gily "alkali"; cf. Thompson 
1949:35. 

^Many Assyriologists write the word for "shame" with a long vowel 
(baltu), but this practice may be "only etymologically and morphophonemically 
correc^" (Reiner 1966:121). 

^The same idea occurred independently to Diakonoff (1965:22), Pia 
(1974), Hetzron (personal communication), and the present writer. 

5see chapter i. 

®See chapter x. 

^It is true that other Akkadian sibilants not descended from PS s 
(namely, s, s, and z) also alternate with I in a few instances, but this does 
not weaken our argument, for Held (1959) has shown that in such cases, the 1- 
allomorph goes back to an earlier s-allomorph. Thus, for example, we find 
that marultu "evil, sick," the feminine counterpart of marsu, goes' back to an 
earlier marustu (ibid., 173). We might add that in one case {mazzaztum > 
mazzastum > manzaltu "station") the s-allomorph is attested already in Old 
Akkadian (Gelb 1957 s.v.). 

®This assumption, when coupled with the further assumption that the 
voiceless allophone came to be produced with friction (presumably for the 
sake of audibility, cf. Dieth 1950:149) in Neo-Assyrian (when /s/ was no 
longer realized as a voiceless fricative-lateral and the way was thus cleared 
for /!/ to acquire that realization before /t/), makes the Neo-Assyrian mer¬ 
ger of /It/(including both /It/ < /st/ and etymological /It/) with /ss/ look 
very much like the Neo-Assyrian merger of /st/ with /ss/ identified by 
Kaufman (1974:141). On the other hand, sporadic examples of tt > ss in Neo- 
Assyrian (ma’attu > ma'^assu "much" (von Soden 1952:29), asarettu > saressu 
(ibid 1969:5), ambatte > ambassi (Gelb 1955:103)) suggest that the explana¬ 
tion for It > ss is to be sought in the phonetic nature of t rather than 1. 
Akkadian t — if we may judge from Greek transcriptions (Pinches 1902 and 
Schileico 1928) which consistently render it with th rather than t (the lat¬ 
ter is used however to render Akkadian t) —was an aspirate, and, as the 
history of many European languages shows, aspirates have a tendency to turn 
into spirants. In the Germanic Sound Shift, for example, PIE th and t were 
shifted to [0] while tt was shifted to [ss]. It is not unreasonable to sup¬ 
pose that something similar took place in Neo-Assyrian, although it was nat¬ 
urally only the phonemic merger with /ss/, not the sub-phonemic shift to 
[0], which succeeded in finding expression in the cuneiform orthography. 

^Goetze (1941:128fnsl5&19), followed by Moran ([1961] 1965:66 and 
1975:152), dismissed these renderings as a matter of orthography rather than 
phonetics, but cf. Moran 1975:163fn51 for the telling admission that "all 
the problematic cases [cited by Goetze as evidence for his theory] concerned 
place names and possibily one or two Canaanite words; there is no confusion 
of the sibilants in the writing of Akkadian." 

l°The fact that early Egyptian transcriptions also render Canaanite t 
and s with one phoneme (viz. s) is an interesting parallel, which may turn 
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out, upon further research, to be more significant than it appears to be at 
present. 

iisee chapter ii. 

^^his type of merger, or "reorganization" is not uncommon; cf. for 
example, the merger of Old French oe (< Latin o) and </> (< Latin o) into a 
phoneme realized [0] in final position and [oe] in non-final position (Fox 
and Wood 1968:35,36). A similar sound-change took place in Gothic where e 
(orthographical ai) and i merged into i, except before h and r, where the 
merger product was e (lecture by Prof. Henry Hoenigswald). In Semitic, we 
have the Gurage merger reported by Polotsky (1938:141-2) in which n, r and I 
appear as n in some environments and as r in others. 



XX. 

Evidence for Lateral D in Pre-Aramaic 


Interesting evidence for the lateral theory comes from 
a set of Aramaic words in which PS d is represented by s in¬ 
stead of the usual . These puzzling exceptions have con¬ 
tinued to defy explanation since their discovery by Nbldeke 
(1878:406) and Lagarde (1878:27) a century ago. Even 
Yushmanov, a brilliant Semitist who made important contri¬ 
butions to our understanding of the phonetic nature of d, 
was stymied by this problem (1926:44): 

Beaucoup plus difficile est la question sur les cas, 
ou 1' arameen a le ^ S adhe pour le > £» ad arabe, etc. 
Nous esperons trouver les traces de cette nuance pro- 
blematique en dehors de ces cas d'une seule langue. 

A good collection of examples, based in part on Nbldeke 
1878 and Lagarde 1878, is found in Brockelmann 1908 (pp. 135, 
236) : 


smad "bind up (a broken limb)"1 = Arabic damada "band¬ 
age a wound" 

’'mas, ammes "shut(the eyes)" = Arabic gammada "shut 
(the eyes)" 

hmas (also hma’^) "be sour" = Arabic hamuda "be sour" 
srik "in need of" = Arabic daruka "be in need of" 

^ras "befall" = Jewish Aramaic ra’^ "befall, meet"2 = 
Behistun inscription rg "meet" 
ser’^a "breast" = Arabic dar’^ "udder, teat" 

Brockelmann 1908 is a remarkable work, but it suffers 
from a lack of organization. The above list, for example, 
is presented piecemeal (on pages 135 and 236), obscuring 
the remarkable fact that all of these roots have m or r 
immediately preceding or following s. As a result, 
Brockelmann winds up naming four conditioning phones (g, h, 
r, d) for a sound-change (PS d > Aramaic s) known from only 
six words. 

An environment consisting of m and r also suffices to 
describe the new examples of *d*s discovered in Aramaic in- 
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scriptions after Brockelmann's time. One such example is 
sr "enemy" in the Hadad inscription (line 30) instead of the 


usual ^r, corresponding to Hebrew sar "enemy > " Ugaritic 
"enemy," Akkadian serru "enemy," ESA dr "war, enemy» 


srt 


Ethiopic darr "enemy," and dr "war" in the Arabic inscrip¬ 


tions from Tayma'? (Winnett and Reed 1970:192). The only 


Late Aramaic reflex of this Old Aramaic form seems to be 


Mandaic sara "enemy" (Drower and Macuch 1970:192). This 
is not likely to have been a borrowing of Akkadian serru 
since Akkadian e appears in Mandaic as i:"^ IIuI "name of 
month" < Akkadian Elulu (ibid., 351), Bil "name of deity" < 
Akkadian Bel (ibid., 60), ikura "a pagan temple" < Akkadian 
5-klIr (ibid. , 349) , Nirba "place-name" < Akkadian Neribu 
(ibid., 299) . We should also point out that the word in 
question — sr — is a particularly revealing example of PS d 
> Aramaic s, since it leaves no do\ibt as to the identity of 
the conditioning phone. 

Another example is the much-debated bsr "grass, ver¬ 
dure" of the vassal treaties found at Sefire: 


lA 28 w"?! ypq hsr wlythzh yrq 

Let not grass come out; let not greenery appear. 

It is generally agreed that the s of hsr corresponds to the 
d of Arabic xadir "verdure, greenery" (or xadar, xudar, etc.), 
but there is no agreement about the origin of this corre¬ 
spondence. Kutscher (1967:171) dismisses hsr as a Canaan- 
ism.^ Degen (1969:37) is not happy with this solution, but 
is unable to offer a substitute. Only Blau, viewing hsr 
from the perspective of Brockelmann's discussion, realizes 
that this form may be another product of "the well known 
'weak' sound change" (1971:8fn, 1970:61). 

Blau (1970:61-2) also considers a number of Syriac and 
Jewish Aramaic examples which Brockelmann seems to have over¬ 
looked. If we eliminate those which he suspects may be 
Hebrew loans or considers doubtful on other grounds, we are 
left with two good examples: 

Syriac ras "bruise, crush" alongside ra^ "beat, break to 
pieces" = Arabic radda "bruise, crush" 

Syriac npas "shake off (esp. dust)" = Arabic nafada 
"shake off (esp. dust)" 

The first of these has the by-now-expected r. In fact, as 
in the case of sr, no other consonant is present in the root 
aside from s. We note with satisfaction that we now have an 
Aramaic s in the two roots where the influence of r on *d is, 
so to speak , unadulterated by the influence of other conson¬ 
ants, and should therefore be at its strongest: *darra and 
*radda. One could think of these as test cases.^ 
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The second example requires a revision of our original 
rule — a welcome revision as it turns out, since the rule 
*d>s/ central resonant is more general^ than the rule *d*s/ 
r, m. 

We might also mention a third Syriac example considered 
by Blau: 

sarw^ "balm" = Arabic dirw "a kind of fragrant tree 
whose leaves are used in the manufacture of perfume" 
(Naswan 1916 s.v.)'-ESA drw "genus arbor is odoriferae" = 
Hebrew sari "balm" = Amarna 48 (Ugarit) surwa "aromatic 
plant" 

Blau asserts that this is a loanword but gives no evidence 
for his assertion. We may therefore be permitted to note 
that if sarwa does turn out to be a genuine Aramaic form, 
our rule will be able to accommodate it. 

One last example has been reported (Leslau 1938:187) 
of an Aramaic s which corresponds to d — not the d of 

Arabic but the d of Socotri: mahsalta "mat" = Socotri 

• • • 

hadhel "rug." Leslau assumed that the d in this Socotri word 
is secondary (ibid., 29-30), but the examples he gives of s>d 
in Socotri are not very convincing. It is possible, there¬ 
fore, that we have here an example of *d>s in Aramaic. That 
would produce the most general rule of all: *d>s/ resonant. 

This conditioned sound-change takes on great signifi¬ 
cance when viewed in the light of a strikingly similar sound- 
change described by Leslau (1938:31) involving the Socotri 
fricative-lateral d. Leslau assembled from the texts of the 
Sudarabische Expedition a list of Socotri words in which z 
(once z) occurs as a free variant of d. He did not notice 
that every root on the list has a liquid or nasal immediately 
preceding or following d/z: 

ma^rizoh, ma^ridoh "tablier" 

sizeher, sideher "vert" 

• / 

enzof, endof "etendre" 

Sizre, sidre "s'etonner, admirer" 
zanh, danh "giron" 
hazhel, hadhel "tapis" 

^ezanoh "eile a aime," ^edan "il a aime"^ 

The similarity between the behavior of Socotri d in the 
vicinity of liquids and nasals and the behavior of Pre- 
Aramaic d in the same environment is obvious.Since it is 
unlikely that the alternations go back to Proto-West Semitic 
(the Socotri alternation gives the impression of being pro¬ 
ductive and therefore recent), the similarity of treatment 
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would seem to indicate that the Pre-Aramaic d was phonetic¬ 
ally similar to its etymological counterpart in Socotri. 

An interesting by-product of our theory is that it en¬ 
ables us to provide a phonetic rationale for the Aramaic 
sound-change — to explain why it was the liquids and nasals 
which caused the Pre-Aramaic d to merge with s. Liquids and 
nasals are, as a class, best known to historical linguists 
for their strange, dissimilatory effects upon each other. 
These effects are well-known in European languages (Malmberg 
1963:62) and in the Semitic languages as well (e.g. Cantineau 
[1941] 1960:51,53). When two members of this class occur in 
the same word, it often happens that one of them is replaced 
by a third member of the class. Thus, in the Arabic dia¬ 
lects , I is often replaced by r or in the vicinity of 

l,r,n or m (loc. cit.). The Socotri examples show that an I 
made with friction can also be affected by the presence of 
liquids euid nasals, but, unlike the frictionless lateral 
which dissimilates to n or r, the Socotri fricative-lateral 
dissimilates to z. This is because ^ and 1 are acoustically 
very different^^. the former sounds much like zl3 or z,14 
while the latter is closest acoustically to frictionless 
continuants like n and (one type of) r. We might also note 
that Socotri d dissimilates to an unemphatic z, because it 
itself, like MSA d in general, is unemphatic (Johnstone 
1973:98fn). 

It is interesting to note that similar sound-changes 
have been reported for voiceless fricative-laterals in Welsh 
and Socotri. The Socotri change is described by Beeston 
(1951:8) as follows: 


As Leslau has pointed out, there is a series of forms 
in sq which exhibits s where mh and Sh have §, and in 
these instances the sq form must be regarded as a sec¬ 
ondary development. To this remark I would only add 
the comment that out of a total of sixteen instances 
of this, twelve are roots containing m, n, or r; one 
may therefore conjecture that this phenomenon is to 
a large extent due to the influence of a liquid or 
nasal in the root. 


The Welsh change, reported by Nettlau (1890:69) is not quite 
as well documented: 


Th is said to be a dialectal (Gwentian) pronunciation of 
11; in the examples which I am going to quote, r, 1, or 
11 occur in the neighboring syllables; hence I am unable 
to say whether dissimilation took place or whether a 
real change of sounds must be stated, cf. Schuchardt in 
Keltische Briefe, Allg. Zeitung 1876, p. 2323b: 11 be- 
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comes th in Monmouthshire from Penmarc and Llandunod 
until Gwentlwg (these boundaries are given in the Camb. 
Journ. IV p.207); he quotes arathj cf. in a text from 
Ebbw Vale, Monmouthshire, pi. erish and erith = erill, 
sing, arall ...cylleth for cyllell is more generally 
spread ... 

These reports, especially the first, tend to confirm our 
interpretation of the Socotri alternation between d and z 
and add plausibility to our reconstruction of a fricative- 
lateral d for Pre-Aramaic. 


1 

Brockelmann uses the meaning anschirren "to harness," but, as the 
dictionaries I consulted do not give this meaning for Arabic damada, I have 
used a second meaning. There is, however, a noun midma, denoting a type of 
yoke, cf. Akkadian nasmadu "yoke" < *ma,smadu (the feminine form naqmattu, 
which might correspond more exactly to mi^a, means "bandage"). 

^Brockelmann compares Arabic grd instead, but this root does not seem 
to have the required meaning cf. '>agrada "to attain the goal," tagarrada "to 
take sides," and, besides, it is clear enough from the inner-Aramaic corre¬ 
spondence alone that the s of Syriac ^ras is a reflex of PS d. 

^Actually,sr occurs in a context in the Hadad inscription (’nsy qry) 
which makes the translation "war"just as possible as "enemy," cf. II Samuel 
8:10 '>1S milhSmo^ to^l "Toi's enemy," but literally, "the man of (the) wars 
of Toi," and, even better, Isaiah 41:11-12 ’anse ribekS // '>an&e massuteka// 
"^anSe milhamteka "your enemies." Incidentally, the last of these can also 
mean "your men of war;" I hope to deal with the transformational derivations 
of this phrase at some time in the futxire. 

^I would like to theink Prof. Joseph Malone for correcting an earlier 
version of this chapter by pointing out to me that this ^ is a grapheme which 
is "moot with respect to i vs. e"(Malone 1971:401fn). 

"Wir hatten jedoch im Altaramaischen entweder *hgr Oder h^r und 
wahrscheinlicher h'^r erwartet, siehe arabisch >», genau wie bei der wurzel 
mhd (arabisch die schon in der ZKR-Inschrift als mb'? erscheint. 

TatsHchlich kennt nun Syrisch h’r = 'Papyrus'... Demnach ist ein aramaisches 
hsr hochst problematisch und in Sefire eher kanaanismus anzunehmen." For the 
correspondence h’r'? - xdr see Schulthess (1905-6:127) . Of course, the exist¬ 
ence of this word in Syriac does not strengthen Kutscher's argument very 
much, since we find interdialectal doublets like ^rs/’^r^ and sr/’'r and even 
intradialectal doublets, e.g. Syriac imsyim’' and rs/r’^. 

^Other conceivable test cases — damma and ma^da — do not seem to have 
anv Aramaic cocnates. 

^For a discussion of generality of rules, cf. Harms 1968:7. 

®The problematic Jewish Palestinian cognate trw (Kutscher 1969:18) 

*drw may be the product of a sound change similar to the one being 
discussed. 

^The feminine form ’'edanoh by chance does not occur in the texts from 
which Leslau gathered his material. 

^®There are even two pairs of cognates on the lists: Sideher "green" 

= hsr "grass, verdure," hadhel "rug" = mahsalta "mat." 

l^Before a labial, of course, this n becomes m. 

^^Cf. Fresnel (1938:540) on the voiced fricative-lateral which alter¬ 
nates with 1 in Shahari: 

"...une espece de z ou de J dhal qui, pour mes oreilles, n'a aucun 
rapport avec I'l [in spite of the fact that the former replaces the latter 
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for euphony]... coirane le rapport acoustique qui doit exister entre ces 
deux articulations echappe completement a nos sens, je n'ai pas voulu 
representer la nouvelle articulation par un d avec addition d'un point, 
de peur qu'on ne s'imaginat que le son de I'une a quelque ressemblance 
avec celui de 1 'autre," 

13 

Johnstone compares it to the sibilant in "pleasure" (personal commu¬ 
nication) and writes it 3 (1968:517). 

l^Thomas (1937) writes the MSA voiced fricative-lateral as I, read: 
lateralized z. 



Conclusions 


The case for fricative-laterals in Proto-Semitic pre¬ 
sented above is, in the opinion of the present writer, quite 
substantial. Lateral s— once the stepchild of the lateral 
hypothesis (cf. Moscati 1954:38) — is now attested in every 
branch of the Semitic family. Ironically, it is now the case 
for lateral d which looks weak by comparison. The lone piece 
of evidence for lateral d from outside of South Semitic 
(chapter xx) is rather indirect. That is why we need chap¬ 
ters xiv and xv. Strictly speaking, the doublets presented 
in those chapters show only that d was the emphatic coun¬ 
terpart of s in Proto-Semitic and in pre-Biblical Hebrew, 
but it is hard to imagine how a central (i.e. non-lateral) d 
could have been the emphatic counterpart of a lateral s. 

Another, more pragmatic, argument in favor of the lat¬ 
eral hypothesis is that it has no serious competitor. The 
conventional wisdom of fifty years ago — that [dl and [ 5 ] 
were the original phonetic values of PS d and s ~ was based 
more on guesswork than on any solid evidence. Such evidence 
as was presented in support of this position came from Ara¬ 
bic, which we now recognize to be one of the strongest bas¬ 
tions of the lateral hypothesis. In view of the strong 
likelihood that d and s were fricative-laterals in Proto- 
South Semitic, it is a priori unlikely that Arabic could 
supply any evidence for non-lateral d or s in Proto- 
Semitic. 

What else can we say about PS d and s aside from the 
fact that they were probably fricative-laterals? Judging 
from their reflexes in the various Semitic languages, the 
former was emphatic while the latter was unemphatic and 
voiceless. Here we come up against one of the perennial 
problems of Semitic linguistics: were the PS emphatics 
velarized or glottalized? The present writer has new evi¬ 
dence for the latter alternative which he hopes to present 
in the near future (cf. also chapter ii, fn. 5), but for 
the purposes of this monograph it is not necessary to take 
sides on this issue. We may simply say that if PS d was 
velarized, it was probably voiced as in Arabic and MSA, i.e. 
[^], and if it was glottalized, it was necessarily voiceless 
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and possibly also an affricate, i.e. [ti’] (Martinet 1953: 

71, Cantineau [1951-2] 1960:284), rather than a simple 
fricative, since the audibility of fricatives produced with 
a glottalic air-stream tends to be rather low (Malmberg 
1963:29). It is also possible that both [i’J and [ti’] ex¬ 
isted in the language as social variants, a possibility 
suggested to the present writer by the status of [i’] and 
[ti’] in Ubykh (Dumezil and Namitok 1954:163). 

Was there in Proto-Semitic a complete lateral triad? 

If so, where is the third (i.e. voiced unemphatic) member? 
Cantineau ([1951-2] 1960:287) considered the possibility 
that 1 was that third member, but rejected it on the grounds 
that "en arabe les groupements dl et id, si et Is sont bien 
attestes au debut comme en fin de racine," whereas members 
of the same triad would ordinarily be incompatible. How¬ 
ever, now that we have shown that 1 is in fact incompatible 
with s and d in Arabic (cf. chapter xiii) , this counter¬ 
argument is invalid. 

Another problem, hinted at by Cantineau (loc. cit.), is 
the phonetic difference between [1] (a lateral approximant or 
liquid) and [i] (according to Cantineau, a "lateralized" 
fricative). Cantineau's peculiar conception of [i] (cf. 
chapter iv), led him to exaggerate the importance of this 
difference and to believe that it would be necessary to 
posit a sound change to accoiont for it: "[I] pourrait 
etre une sonore lateralisee ayant perdu son articulation 
anterieure..." Actually, as we have shown (chapter i), the 
phonological pairing of frictionless [1] with fricative [±] 
is attested in several languages and is easily explain¬ 
able on acoustic grounds. 

Add, to the above, considerations of symmetry and the 
possibility that Hebrew l^g is related to shq and *dhg (cf. 
chapter xiv), and the scales begin to tip in favor of a 
lateral triad, most probably of the form: 

1 i i’ = 1 s d 



Directions for Further Research 


The first draft of this monograph was three chapters 
longer than the present version. The chapters in question 
were deleted because they were plagued with problems which 
could not be easily explained away. It is, nevertheless, 
possible that further research will solve some of these 
problems and thus pave the way for the rehabilitation of 
these chapters. 

One chapter raised the possibility that the Aramaic 
cognate of Hebrew serok "shoe-strap" (= Arabic sirak "shoe- 
strap") is the word used by Targxom Onqelos, the Peshitta, 
and the Genesis Apocryphon to render serok (Genesis 14:23), 
namely, ^arqat- (TO) , ^eraqta (P) , ^rq'^ (GA) . Such a 
correspondence would presuppose a sound-change s>d in pre- 
Aramaic, and thus provide further evidence for the phono¬ 
logical pairing of d and s outside of South Semitic (cf. 
chapters xiv-xv). 

One problem with this equation is that the vowels do 
not correspond. Neither the vowel pattern of ^arqat- nor 
the vowel pattern of ^eraqta can go back to *i - a. (Nor 
should one be misled into thinking that e - a of ^eraqta. is 
a reflex of *i - a, for the latter sequence would have 
yielded e - 0, as we see from '^enbta "cluster of grapes" < 
*‘^inabatS. Forms like '>enaqta "groan" < *'>anaqa.ta and zedeqta 
"alms" < *zadaqata prove that the e of ^eraqta need have 
no relationship to an older *i.) Secondly, it is difficult 
to explain what caused this entire root to become emphatic 
in pre-Aramaic, although the presence of r mitigates some¬ 
what the seriousness of this problem (cf. Kutscher 1970: 

373) . 

In another chapter, the order of the Ugaritic alphabet— 
specifically the fact that s comes right before 1 — was 
adduced as evidence that Ug. s may have been a lateral. The 
problem with this argument is that the order of the Ugaritic 
alphabet shows no trace of a phonetic principle. The only 
way to save this argument would be to show that the alphabet 
developed piece-meal and that the sequence s, 1 was not cre¬ 
ated at the same time as, e.g., m, n, s (where the order 
seems to be related to the names of the letters: mem 
"Water," nun "fish," samtk "fish"). 
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The third chapter dealt with the alternation of s with 1 
before apical stops in Akkadian, beginning with the observa¬ 
tion that in all of the examples of this alternation collect¬ 
ed by Held (1959:173), s is the reflex of PS d (rather than 
PS s or d): 


emsu "sour (masc) " ~ emiltu "sour (fern.)"; cf. Arabic 
hamid "sour," Aramaic hami^a "sour." 
marsu "sick (masc.)"~ marultu "sick (fern.)"; cf. Arabic 
marJd "sick," ESA mrd "sick," Shahari mari^ "sick," 
Harsusi mirih "sick," Botahari merek "sick," Socotri 
merod "he healed," Aramaic mra’^ "sick." 
mihsu "blow" ~ mihiltu "blow, wound"; cf. ESA mhd 
"strike," Aramaic maha "blow, wound-" 
rihsu "inundation" ~ rihiltu "inundation"; cf. Arabic 
rahada "wash," Mehri, Harsusi, Shahari rahak "wash," 
Socotri rahad "wash," Geez rstsda "sweat," Egyptian 
Aramaic rh^ "wash." 

The special treatment accorded to etymological d would 
seem to indicate that d was still a distinct phoneme at the 
beginning of the Middle Babylonian period. The fact that the 
special treatment consists of alternation with 1 would seem 
to indicate that MB d was a lateral, especially since, as 
we have seen (chapter x), lateral d alternates with 1 in Ara¬ 
bic (before apical stops!) and in Socotri. In fact, two of 
the three Socotri examples reported by Leslau {*lirhad 
lirhal~s, *imerod ~ imerol-s) have the same root as two of 
the four Akkadian examples reported by Held {rihsu ~ rihiltu f 
marsu ~ marultu ), although little significance can be at¬ 
tached to this fact, since it is virtually certain that the 
alternations in the two languages do not go back to a common 
source. (The Akkadian alternation was created by a two-stage 
shift, St > St > It (loc. cit.), the second stage of which 
did not take place until the end of the OB period.) 

At first, this argument seemed to be quite convincing, 
but closer examination revealed that it is based on incom¬ 
plete data. A fifth example of the Akkadian alternation, 
already noted by Delitzsch (1889:119) but overlooked by Held, 
seems to involve etymological s; 

esedu "to harvest" ~ eldu "harvested"; cf. Arabic 
hasada "harvest," Aramaic hsad "harvest." 

Furthermore, it is possible to reconstruct further examples 
of this alternation from examples of s „ s given by Held, and 
one of these also seems to involve etymological s: 



Akkadian, Indo-European, and Afro-Asiatic - 159 


karsi akalu "slander" (lit. "eat bits of") ~*karriltu 
"slanderous" (xinattested but cf. karristu) ; cf. 

Aramaic '^mr krsy (OA) , '^kl qarse (BA) "slander /" 

Arabic garasa "pinch, scratch, sting," 

This is not an insurmountable problem. For one thing, 
it is possible that the etymologies given above for esSdu and 
karasu are incorrect. The Aramaic cognate of karsi akalu is 
probably a borrowing, and if so, there is no reason why the 
Arabic cognate should not be given as qarada "gnaw, nibble, 
bite" instead of qarasa; and esedu may be connected with 
Arabic ^adada "lop trees with a reaping hook (mi'^dad)" and 
Ethiopic mi'^(fad "sickle" as Gordon has suggested (1965:460) 

rather than with Arabic hasada and Aramaic hsad. If all else 

• • • • 

failed, we could admit that etymological s and d were merged 
in MB, but argue that the merger product preserved the phon¬ 
etic value of the latter rather than the former. 

A far more serious criticism of our argument is that it 
conveniently but arbitrarily overlooks the fact that all of 
the Akkadian sibilants — not just the reflexes of PS s and 
d — alternate with 1 before t in at least a few roots. This 
fact seriously dilutes the strength of the Akkadian evidence 
for lateral d in Proto-Semitic. Further research is needed 
to determine whether there is any justification for distin¬ 
guishing between s ~ 1 on the one hand and s ~ 1, z ~ i on 
the other. 

Another area for further research is the question of 
the pre-PS history of s and d, or the narrower question of 
extra-Semitic evidence for fricative-laterals in Proto- 
Semitic . One scholar has suggested that PS d corresponds to 
various clusters of consonant plus 1 in Indo-European 
(Brunner 1969:100-3). This is certainly an interesting sug¬ 
gestion, but the cognates adduced as proof are not convinc¬ 
ing. 

The possibility that Proto-Chadic i (cf. Kraft 1971) 
and PS d go back to a common source is more promising. 

Possible cognates are PC bi "egg" (Kraft 1971:276) = PS byd-t 
"egg" and PC "ground" (loc. cit.) = PS '^rd "earth, ground." 
On the other hand, there are also cognates in which PC i cor¬ 
responds to PS s: PC im "name" (Newman and Ma 1966:237) = PS 
Sm "name" and PC in "tooth" (ibid., 240) = PS sn "tooth." 
Moreover, the very existence of a PC i is the subject of a 
controversy, which centers around the fact that most of the 
languages of the Plateau-Sahel branch of Chadic have s in 
words where languages of the Biu-Mandara branch have i. New¬ 
man and Ma (1966:226) reconstruct s from this correspondence 
(the present writer has replaced their s with i in the PC 
forms cited above in their name), while Kraft (1971:276) feels 
that the i may well be original. According to the former view. 
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the i = s correspondence between Biu-Mandara and Plateau-Sahel 
is in complementary distribution with an s = s correspondence, 
and cannot, therefore, be considered the reflex of an autono¬ 
mous PC phoneme. The fact that PS s corresponds to Plateau- 
Sahel s regardless of whether Biu-Mandara has i (as in the 
examples above) or s (as in the reflexes of PC ('w^sn "sleep" = 
PS (w)sn "sleep"; Newman and Ma 1966:239) lends support to 
this view. 
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